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PREFACE

Since its creation in 1974, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)
has sought to build knowledge about effective strategies to improve the self-sufficiency of
disadvantaged young people. This issue is commanding increasing national attention among
business leaders, policymakers, and program administrators. They voice concern about the
personal and social costs of high youth joblessness rates, particularly among disadvantaged
school dropouts, as well as the widening gap between the low skills levels of many of these
youths and the changing requirements of the economy. Urfortunately, there is limited
information available on proven ways to close the skills gap and improve the employment
prospects of these young people.

Against this setting, MDRC launched a demonstration, called J OBSTART, in 1985. It was
designed to test the effectiveness of a promising, comprehensive program model targeted to
disadvantaged high school dropouts. The program was implemented at thirteen diverse program
sites, with operational funding provided primarily through the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA), the nation’s federally funded employment and training system. This report is devoted
largely to a description of the impiementation process at the sites, but it also includes early
findings about the program’s impact and suggestions for operating a program like JOBSTART
within the JTPA system.

The report’s publication coincides with heightened Congressional interest in the youth
joblessness problem and with efforts by the U.S. Department of Labor, which has endorsed the
recommendations of an advisory committee to redirect JTPA toward serving less job-ready
people. This shift in focus is prompted by both the business community’s concern about the
quality of the future labor force and the JTPA community’s reflections on the lessons of the
past five years.

Another important dimension of the JOBSTART story is the process by which the
demonstration was developed and assembled. In the past, most large-scale research and
demonstration projects were funded by the federal government. Generally, the funding included
substantial resources to cover both the evaluation and the program costs of implementing the
model. At the time JOBSTART was launched, however, the federal government was taking a
less active role in funding such projects than it had in the past. This led MDRC to undertake
an entirely new, and necessarily unproven, approach to funding the demonstration. It also
meant that program operators would be joining the demonstration without the inducement of
significant financial compensation.

The success of this process is a tribute to an unusual consortium of funders and proaram

operators, who shared a common vision and concern about improving the employment prospects
of disadvantaged young people, while also building a knowledge base that could guide future
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policy. Many people deserve special credit and acknowledgmen: for helping to convert a
promising idea into a full-scale demonstration.

First is the initial group of public and private funders who made early, substantial
commitments to supporting core demonstration activities. The leaders were Jon Blyth at the

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation; Gordon Berlin, then at The Ford Foundation and now at the

Human Resources Administration of New York City; James Gibson and Phoebe Cottingham at
The Rockefeller Foundation; Roger Heyns at The W

illiam and Flora Hewlett Foundation; and
Hugh Burroughs, then at The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation and now at The Henry
J. Kaiser Family Foundation.

They provided the nucleus of support that enabled the
demonstration to go forward. They did more than write checks; they offered guidance and
insights that helped shape the JOBSTART Demonstration.

Once a critical mass of private funding had been secured, it became easier to enlist the
support of public funders. Both the U.S. Department of Labor and the National Commission
for Employment Policy joined as funding paitners. Patricia McNail, then at the National
Commission and now at the Department of Labor, and Raymond Uhalde and Mamoru Ishikawa,

both at the Department of Labor, helped to solidify the public investment in JOBSTART. They
deserve credi. for their farsightedness in recognizing the importance of identifying effective
programs for disadvantaged school dropouts

Lacking special federal demonstration

funding to support program activities, MDRC
depended on state and local JTPA fund

ing for implementation of the JOBSTART model.
JOBSTART was a more intensive and costly program than was typical during this stage in

JTPA’s evolution. Thus, it was unclear whether the program funding could be generated from

within the sy.tem. Fortunately, a group of innovative and determined JTPA administrators at
the state and local levels bucked the trend of short-term, low-cost

commit to JOBSTART more than $2 million of JTPA funds, The
state level included Gerald Kilbert (California State Department
Velasquez (State of Colorado Governor’s Job Training Office); John Taylor (Illinois Department

of Commerce and Community Affairs); Walker Crewson (New York State Department of
Education); and Cynthia Mugerauer (Texas Department of Community Affairs).

people responsible at the
of Education); Carmen

At the local level, the people included Brenda McDuffie (Buffalo Private Industry
Council); David Gonzales and Betty Sparrow (Denver Employment and Training); Larry
Kwalwaser and Susan Rosenblum (Mayor’s Office of Employment and Training, Chicago); Irma
Caballero (Private Industry Council, Corpus Christi); Jim Jones (Employm
Development Agency, Hartford); William Bruce (Community Development Dep
Hall, Los Angeles); Gatrriel Cortina (Los Angeles Unified School District); Mel
Dave Farley (City of Pittsburgh); Irv Rubinstein (Pittsburgh-Allegheny County Private Industry
Council); Jane Burger (then at the Allegheny Conference on Community Development and now

at the Henry C. Frick Educational Commission, Pittsburgh); and Nancy Bunt (Allegheny
Conference on Community Development).

ent Resources
artment of City
anie Smith and




Corporate sponsors were another important source of funding. Their grants offered the
program sites needed flexibility and provided a vehicle for nonfinancial corporate involvement,
such as donation of equipment and recognition awards; corporate staff to serve as "mentors”,;
and entree for the JOBSTART youths to the corporations themselves. The individuals
responsible for facilitating grants for site sponsorship include Gail Promboin and Kathy Peak at
the Aetna Life & Casualty Foundation; Reynold Levy and Charles Evans at the AT&T
Foundation; Eugene Wilson, Toni iartinez, Russell Sakaguchi, and Richard Ostler at the
ARCO Foundation; Andrew Fisher at The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A.; Leonard Fleischer and
Wilma McCarley at the Exxon Corporation; and Theodore Lobman at the Stuart Foundations.

Finally, implementation of the JOBSTART Demonstration would pot have been possible
without the extraordinary dedication and cooperation of a number of other people as well.
Peter Rell, Director of the Job Corps, deserves special recognition for his willingness to iaclude
the nonresidential component of three Job Corps Centers in the evaluation. At the thirteen
demonstration sites, staff showes “nusual commitment in agreeing to participate in the demon-
stration, knowing that it would entail sa.:3fices and burdensome data and reporting requiremerts.
They joined the demonstration to help pruide answers that could substantially benefit
disadvantaged youths in the future. The program statr ,.:-'nde Kenneth Cowdery and Douglas
Ruffin (Allentown Youth Services Consortium); Willie Barnes anc Lannie Hall (Atlanta Job
Corps); Virginia Kwarta and Walter Manley (Ba.ic Skills Academy, New York City); xosanne
Singer and Vickie Green (Capitol Region Education Council, Hartford); Russell Tershey and
Robert Johnston (Center for Employment Training, San Jose); Ric Gudell and Newton Moore
(Chicago Commons Association’s Industrial and Business Training Programs); Alfred Fascetti,
Deborah Liddle, and Malcolm Taylor (Connelley Skill Learning Center, Pittsburgh); Pete
Fernandez and Dora-Maria Antillon (East Los Angeles Skills Center); Marshall Holman,
Antonio Mendoza, and Margarita Ramos (El Centro Community College Job Training Center,
Dallas); George Adian, Chris Millius, and Betsy Seifried (Emily Griffith Opportunity School,
Denver); David Maranville (Los Angeles Job Corps); Don Screes and Oscar Gibbons (Phoenix
Job Corps); and Mary Lozano (SER/iobs for Progress, Inc., Corpus Christi).

The participation of so many different partners in this five-year demonstration effort shows
a shared recognition of the importance of the problem and a determination to design better
programs for disadvantaged youths.

Robert J. Ivry
Senior Vice President
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EXECUTIVE SUVM.MARY

—————

Growing concern about the labor mark.:t problems of high school dropouts has led
policymakers and program operators to seek more effective ways to increase the employability
of these youths. The JOBSTART Demor.tration addresses this concern by testing a program
of basic education, occupational skills t-aining, support services, and job piacement assistance
for young, economically disadvantager. dropouts who read below the eighth grade level.

The demonstration, whick. was developed and is being evaluated by the Manpower
Demonstration Research Cr.poration (MDRC), provides an important opportunity to learn
about how this intensive combination of services was implemented at thirteen diverse siwes,
operating primarily vich funds provided under the Job Training Partnership Act, the nation's
principal emplov-.ent and training system for economically disadvantaged persons. In addition,
the demons*ation includes a rigorous study of the JOBSTART program’s costs and its impact
on parti.ipants’ educational attainment, earnings, welfare receipt, and other key outcomes.

This report, the second of three, deals primarily with issues of program operation: the
process by which the sites recruited eligible youths, the nature of the services that were
provided, and the extent to which the youths participated in these services. A concluding
chapter identifies lessons for implementing programs like JOBSTART within the JTPA system.

The report also provides an early indication of the JOBSTART program’s impact on
educational attainment, employment, and earnings during a twelve-month follow-up period. which
for many of the youths was taken up largely by their participation in the program. A more
complete picture, including post-program impacts as well as a comparison of the program’s
economic benefits and costs, will be presented in a final report scheduled for the fall of 1990.
The final report will be based on follow-up surveys conducted twenty-four months sfter youths
became a part of the demonstration. The impact findings at both the twelve- and twenty-
four-month points should be seen as unusually reliable because the outcomes for JOBSTART
youths are compared to those for a control group created through a random assignment research
design.

An _Overall Assessment of the JOBSTART Demonstration

Highlights of the evaluation to date are:

e The thirteen sites were generally able to recruit the youths and to
implement the program. This included sites unaccustomed to serving
young dropouts or to offering JOBSTARTs range of services.

e JOBSTART was a more intensive program than is typically offered
to dropouts under the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), with a
median participation of 6.0 months compared to 3.4 months for all




dropouts served within Title ITA of JTPA. Its intensity approached
that of the services offered in the Job Corps. Males and females
participated with virtually equat intensity.

e Implementation of the program model varied considerably. Important
sources of variation were (1) whether education and training were
offered concurrently from the beginning of the program or provided
as a sequence, with education preceding tra‘ning; and (2) whether
all services were provided directly by the ponsoring o.ganization or
participants were referred to other agencies for scine activities.

® Participants at sites offering a sequence of basic education followed
by occupational skills training received more instruction in education
than did those at sites providing education and training concurrently.
Average education hours were highest at sites providing education in-
house and referring participants to other agencies for training
(sequential/brokered sites). Participants at concurr :nt sites attended
more hours of training classes than did those at sequential sites.
Paricipation in training was particularly low at sequential/brokered
sites.

® Youths given the opportunity to participate in JOBSTART were
substantially more likely to receive General Educatiunal Development
(GED) certification or a high school degree than those in the control
group. However, because JOBSTART youths spent time in the
program during the twelve-month follow-up period, they =arned less
than those in the control group. Additional follow-up will be
necessary to see whether this investment had a longer term payoff.

o While it was possible to operate such a program within JTPA, the
sites’ experience highlighted the constraints created by the JTPA
system’s performance standards and contracting practices. State and
local officials had to find creative solutions to the challenges
presented.

Policy Significance of the Demonstration

The JOBSTART Demonstration is significant for three reasons. First, it serves a group
of youths -- economically disadvantaged, low-skilled, predominately black or Hispanic high school
dropouts -- who face particularly severe employment problems. For example, in 1988 only 21
percent of black dropouts between the ages of sixteen and twenty-four were employed full-
time. Moreover, long-term poverty, welfare dependency, criminal activity, and unwed
parenthood are all significantly higher for those with poor basic skills. The potential effects on
the economy are equally glarir.3, as the number of young people entering the labor force will

"’h&
-
N




continue to decline through the year 2000 and a growing proportion of them will come from
minority groups with above-average drcpout rates and serious educational deficiencies.

Second, the JOBSTART Demonstration provides a rigorous test of a promising approach
to working with these dropouts, for whom very few program models have been proven effective.
Evaluations of nrograms for school dropouts have produced a few success stories, some negative
findings, and many "inconclusive” results. Only the residential Job Corps (providing basic
education, occupational training, and other services to youths who live at centers operating the
program) has been considered effective over the iong term for seriously disadvantaged dropouts.
In practice, however, the residential Job Corps’ services cannot be olfered to cvery young
dropout; it is a relatively expensive program, operated in specialized centers, and available only
to young people willing and able to live 2way from home for an extended period of time.

The JOBSTART program model draws on the Job Corps’ experience by offering a similar
set of services. However, these services are provided in a nonresidential setting (as is the case
for 10 percent of the Job Corps’ participants), and the JOBSTART model does not include the
full range of support services available at Job Corps Centers.

The third significance of the demonstration is its operation within the JTPA system. In
many past demonstrations, local programs have received substantial special funds to implement
innovative programs. In contrast, JOBSTART was conducted without any special federal
funding for program expenses. Participating sites had to raise money through existing sources,
with JTPA being the primary one in nearly all cases. As a cousequence, sites operated
JOBSTART within that system’s constraints and performance requirements.

When the demonstration began, it ran counter to many of JTPA’s prevailing practices.
In the early and mid-1980s, federal regulations and administrative procedures encouraged state
and local JTPA programs to emphasize shorter term, lower-cost programs and to enroll parti-
cipants who were more employable than the JOBSTART target group. The implementation of
JOBSTART was a major challenge for the participating sites, coming as it did when JTPA was
less hospitable to such programs than it is now.

Recently, the U.S. Department of Labor has encouraged greater provision of intensive
services to disadvantaged school dropouts. Thus early research findings in this report come at
a time when many officials in the JTPA system -- federal, state, and local -- are interested in
devising ways to pursue that goal.

The JOBSTART Program Guidelines

JOBSTART was open to economically disadvantaged school dropouts between the ages
of seventeen and twenty-one who read below the eighth grade level. The program consisted
of four main elements:



1. instruction in basic academic skills using individualized curricula that
allow youths to proceed at their own pace toward competency goals
in reading, communication, and basic computational skills;

2. occupational skills training in a classroom setting that combires theory
and hands-on experience to prepare participants for jobs in
high-demand occupations;

3. training-related support services including assistance with transpor-

tation, childcare, counseling, and, where possible, additional support
such as work readiness and life skills (practical everyday knowledge)
training, and needs-based payments or incentive payments tied to
program performance; and

4. job development and placement assistance in finding training-related

jobs.

Sites were required to offer at least 200 hours of basic education and at least 500 hours
of occupational training courses so that the youths would have a real opportunity to become
competitive in the labor market. The program guidelines defined the core elements of the
model; however, within this general framework, the thirteen JOBSTART programs showed great
variation, reflecting the diverse character and operating histories of the participating sites. By
leaving the guidelines flexible, MDRC increased the number of sites that could adapt their
existing programs to fit the model and fund JOBSTART from existing sources.

The sites, which overall operated the JOBSTART program between 1985 and 1988, are
listed in Table 1. They included six community-based organizations (CBOs), three adult
vocational schools, a community college, and thres Job Corps Centers that already operated a
nonresidential Job Corps program.

Findings on the Recruitment and Characteristics of Participants

® As was the case throughout the employment and training system,
the JOBSTART sites faced serious challenges recruiting ecoriomically
disac'vantaged young dropouts into their programs.

Many programs offering education and training for young dropouts have faced recrujtment
problems. These youths often are reluctant to return to a school setting, require extensive
support services to participate, or seek immediate employment to meet pressing needs. In
addition, the lengthy eligibility determination process that is a part of many programs (including
JTPA's) may discourage some of those initially interested. Most JOBSTART sites found that
they had to increase their recruitment efforts for the demonstration and th it they received more
applications from young dropouts than they had in the past.

-xii-




Table 1
The JOBSTART Sites

Type of
Agency Name Location Organization Program Structure®
Allentown Youth Services Buffals, NY Community based Sequential/brokered
Consortium
Atlanta Job Corps Atlanta, GA Job Corps Center Concurrent
Basic Skills Academy (BSA) New York, NY Community based Sequential/brokered
Capitol Region Education Hariford, CT Community based Sequential/brokered
Council (CREC)
Center for Employment San Jose, CA Community based Concurrent
Training (CET)
Chicago Commons Chicago, IL Community based Concurrent
Association’s
Industrial and Business
Training Programs
Connelley Skill Learning Pittsburgh, PA Adult vocational Concurrent
Center school
East Los Angeles Skills Monterey Park, Adult vocational Concurrent

Center

El Centro Community
College Job Training
Center®

Emily Griffith Opportunity
School (EGOS)

Los Angeles Job Corps
Phoenix Job Corps

SER/Jobs for Progress

CA

Dallas, TX

Denver, CO

Los Angeles CA
Phoenix, AZ

Corpus Christi,
X

school

Community college

Adult vocational
school

Job Corps Center
Job Corps Center

Community based

Sequential/in-house

Concurrent

Sequential/in-house
Concurrent

Concurrent

NOTES: *Cencurrent programs offer basic education and occu

from the beginning of participation. Sequential/in-house
occupational training, with both components provided in-

pational training concurrently
programs offer basic education followed by

house by the agency. Sequential/brokered

programs provide basic education and then serve as a broke: for occupational training, referring

participants to other agencies.

®In September 1988 this site was renamed the Edmund . Kahn Job Training Center.
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o Participants in JOBSTART were more disadvaitaged thun youths
typically served in the JTPA sy.tem.

The JOBSTART programs were designed for yuths with serious employment probleras,
and sites reported that these '~uths were often more disadvantaged than those they normally
served. JOBSTART participants were overwhelmingly members of minnrity groups (46 percent
black and 44 percent Hispanic), averaged 18.5 years of age, and were nearly equally divided
between males and females (53 percent to 47 percent, respectively). At program entry, they
had completed an average of 10.1 grades in school but read at an average grade level of 6.9
(with 29 percent reading below the sixth grade level). Forty-seven percent had not worked
within the previous year. About one-half of the female participants were mothers, most of
whom lived with their children. One-fourth of the males reported having been arrested since
their sixteenth birthday. Slightly more than one-half of all participants received some ‘orm of
public assistance.

Nationally, youths served by Title IIA of JTPA, the major funder of JTPA youth programs,
tend to be more employable than the JOBSTART youths. In program year 1986, for example,
72 percent of the JTPA participants were either still in school or already high school graduates.
When compared to the young drosouts served rationally in JTPA, the JOBSTART participants
appear to have been more disadvantaged: 39 percent of JTPA young dropouts were receiving
public assistance at entry into the program, 19 percentage points below the figure for
JOBSTART.

Findings on the Nature of JOBSTART Services

Basic education, occupational training, support services, and job placement assistance were
available to participants a: each site. For community-based organizations, operating JOBSTART
required changing their course offerings, and their programs typically evolved over the course
of the demonstration.

As noted earlier, the programs were not identical across the sites. There were various
types of agencies, as well as differences in the sequence of activities, schedules, duration of
training, and nature and intensity of support services. Two central areas of variation were:

1. whether participants began JOBSTART by attending concurrent
classes in basic education and occupational skills or by attending a
sequence of classes beginning with basic education and followed by
occupational training; and

2. whether the JOBSTART site provided occupational training in-house
or served as a broker, referring youths to other organizations when
they were ready for training.

Research and operational experience did not provide solid evidence about which would

Xiv-
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be the better course to follow. Proponents of concurrent instruction in basic education and
occupational skills argue that it motivates students in their educational classwork because they
can <irectly apply what they learn to their cccup:sional training. Supporters of a sequence of
basic education follo ved by occupatioral iraining beiieve that it builds the foundation of reading
and computational skills needed to take full ad “ntage of training.

Operational experience also did aot yield a definitive answer as 10 whether training should
be offered in-house by the organization providing basic education or by another organization.
Sites offering both education and training could move easily coordinate curricula, entry
requirements, support services, counseling, and schedules. But many agencies that provided
basic education to young dropouts did not also offer oc-.upational training in-house. Requiring
this combination in-house would have eliminated many exneiienced agencies from the
demonstration, thereby diminishing the representativer =ss of the sites and the replicability of the
program model should it prove to be effective.

Eight of the thirteen demoustration sites provide- ».wic s ucation and occupational skills
training concurrc.itly ("concurrent” sites); two provided @ segience of education followed by
training ("sequential/in-house" sites); and three provide:" ¢.lu.au0n and then referred participants
to other agencies for training ("sequential/brokered” sitc. = Jiscussed later, participation rates
by component, participation hours, and the emphasis .. s JOBSTART components differed
among these three types of sites, as did the administrativ. ‘ssues that arose.

Basic Educational Activities

e The sites implemented the JOBSTART basic education component,
and both teachers and students liked the instruction provided.

The education component typically consisted of individualized curricula, which allowed
students to proceed at their own pace to study reading, mathem.atics, and other subjects needed
to pass the General Educational Development (GED) examination. In general, students worked
on their own, doing exercises. They used computers or, more often, workbooks. At sites
offering education and training concurrently, participants usually attended two hours of
education classes and four hours of vocational training a day. At sites operating a sequential
program, participants generally attended three hours a day of basic skills classes during the
education phase, with the rer ining three hours a day devoted to life skills classes.

Teachers at sites felt that the individualized, self-paced instruction provided a better
learning environment than participants had typically found in high school.  The
competency-based courses allowed the youths to see incremental progress as they advanced
toward what was, for many, a remote goal of mastering basic skills and receiving a GED. Most
students preferred this instructional approach because they felt that it made them active
participants in the process of learning and allowed them to master one topic before beginning
another. Yet students also valued interaction with instructors, as much for the personal
attention and motivation it provided as for instruction in specific skills.




Despite the overall favorable assessment, two concerns emerged. Some instructors feared
that students with very low skills or poor motivation might find the work boring and, as a
remedy, suggested more group activities. One site did shift to this approach, relying more
heavily than other sites on class exercises and lectures. In addition, some instructors thought
that the curriculum should include more material on critical thinking and general knowledge.

® There was evidence of educational progress for participants in
JOBSTART.

Data on participation in education, GED receipt, and reading gains provide evidence of
educational progress. Participants averaged 132 hours of basic education, and 55 percent
attended for more than 100 hours; those in sequential programs attended significantly more
hours of basic education classes than did youths in concurrent programs. Approximately 30
percent of participants reported receiving a GED within twelve months of entering the program.
Rates of GED receip: varied among the sites, depending on the characteristics of the youths
served, the emphasis staff placed on this as a program goal, and the state standards for passing
the GED examinations. As expected, youths with higher reading levels at program entry were
more likely to attain a GED: 43 percent of those initially reading at the seventh or eighth
grade level received a GED, compared to 20 percent of those initially reading at or below the
sixth grade level. The one-third of participants who were tested for reading gains showed
increases of approximately seven-tenths of a grade leve! (from an average of 6.9 to 7.6) after
approximately 100 hours of instruction.

Occupational Skills Training

e JOBSTART youths studied occupations with skills requirements
comparable to those for adults served within JTPA nationwide.

The choices of occupational training available to participants varied among the sites.
Participants at large vocational schools could choose courses in more than twenty occupational
areas. The Job Corps Centers and the larger community-based organizations (CBOs) also
offered a wide range of vocational training. In contrast, smaller CBOs providing training
in-house typically offered no more than four or five courses. Youths at sequential/brokered
sites could choose courses from a variety of agencies; however, some courses were unavailable
to them in practice because they could not satisfy entrance requirements or experienced other
difficulties in gaining entry.

As a group, JOBSTART patticipants were enrolled in training for a broad range of
occupations -- clerical and service, machine trades, benchwork occupations, and structural work
such as welding. Occupational choices for men and women followed traditional patterns, with
73 percent of the women in clerical fields.

Using categories employed by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) in a iecent
analysis of JTPA adult training, MDRC classified the JOBSTART training occupations ac
leading to jobs requiring low or low/moderate skills (17 percent), moderate skills (54 percent),
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and higher skills (26 percent). This distribution of skills ratings for training occupations was
similar to what the GAO found for JTPA adult programs. This was unexpected, since
JOBSTART nparticipants faced more barriers to employment than did the typical JTPA adult
client. The jobs that youths trained for at sequential sites did not appear to require higher
skills than those at concurrent sites, despite the presumed advantage of initial basic skills
instruction.

Services to Facilitate Participation

® A variety of strategies were important in increasing participation.
Youths especially valued personal attention provided by 2 committed,
supportive program stafl.

All sites provided basic support services such as assistance with childcare and
transportation, which helped participants attend the program. In addition, to increase
participants’ motivation and commitment to the program, site staff used a variety of strategies:
personal counseling, peer support, rewards for achievement, life skills training, time management
training, and group recreational activities. Youths cited personal attention from staff as a
crucial aid in helping them move toward self-sufficiency. While agencies that traditionally served
disadvantaged youths typically offered these support services from the beginning of the
demonstration, a number of sites accustomed io serving adults increased this type of activity as
their programs evolved.

Job Placement Services

® The job placement component of the program was the least developed
at many sites. In particular, participants leaving JOBSTART before
completion of the curriculum received relatively little aid in finding
a job.

Sites were required to assist youths in finding training-related employment, but this phase
of the program typically received less attention than others. Nearly all the sites did provide
instruction about employers® expectations as well as job search techniques. About one-half of
the sites arranged work experience positions for some participants during the program.
Approximately one-fourth of the participants worked at some point -- in program-arranged or
self-initiated jobs -- while they were active in the program. Those who were employed worked
an average of 56 percent of the weeks they were in the JOBSTART program and were employ-
ed an average of 31 hours per week during the weeks they worked. During the months they
worked, their hours of classes in JOBSTART were lower than were those of non-working
participants.

Efforts to find participants permanent employment typically began near the end of training,
with instructor contacts serving as an important source of information about job openings.
Since many youths left the program without reaching this stage, it is not surprising that only




about one-fourth of participants reportcd that program staff referred them to a job or told them
about openings.

Findings on Participation Patterns in JOBSTART

Education and training programs serving young dropouts often have had problems retaining
youths long enough to make a difference in their skills and employability. As a result,
participation patterns were an important issue in the demonstration; unless youths attended
JOBSTART classes, there could be no program impacts.

Data available for this report somewhat underestimate participation in JOBSTART. The
length of follow-up for this report was twelve months after the youths became part of the study,
and sixteen percent were still active in the program at this point. Those whose participation
extended past the end of the follow-up period were treated as if their participation ended at
twelve months and no further hours of participation occurred.

o The mean length of stay in the program was 6.7 months; the median
was 6.0 months. Youths participated in program activitic. for an
average of 409 hours. Nearly all those who were active attended
basic education classes, while 75 percent participated in occupational
training and 43 percent participated in other activities, such as life
skills instruction, that were optional for the sites.

As shown in Table 2, these average figures mask great variation in intensity of
participation. About one-third of the participants exceeded 500 hours of activity, another one-
third participated for 201 to 500 hours, and the remaining one-third attended for 200 hours or
less. Average hours for occupational training (238) were almost twice the average for basic
skills education (132); the other activities made up a relatively small portion of all class time.
As for length of participation in the program, 14 percent of participants stayed less than three

months, 32 percent were still active in the ninth month after entering the program, and 16
percent were still active in the twelfth month.

e Many subgroups participated in JOBSTART with similar intensity;
for example, average participation hours for males were virtually
identical to those for females.

Participation hours in JOBSTART did not show statistically significant differences by
participant age, grade when leaving school, initial reading level, or public assistance receip..
Young males, a group of increasing concern to policymakers, participated in JOBSTART
education and training at rates and in amounts similar to those of females. However, young

mothers faced special barriers to participation in the program and rcgistered somewhat lower
average hours of participation than did males and other females.
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Table 2
Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and Length of Stay,
for Participants

Activity Measure Participants

Percent participating in

Education 96.0
Training 74.8
Education and training 71.5
Other activities 425
Average hours in
Education 1319
Training 237.8
Education and training 369.8
Other activities 39.0
All activities 408.9

Percentage distribution of hours
in education and training

Less than . equal to 200 39.7
201 to 500 270
501 to 700 17.8
701 or more . 15.4
Total 100.0

Percentage distribution of hours
«n all activities

Less than or equal to 200 339
201 to 500 304
501 to 700 16.7
701 or more 18.9
Total 100.0
Length of stay (months)
Average 6.65
Mec a 6.00
Percent still participating in month
3 86.0
6 . 581
9 321
12 16.4
Number of participants 999

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985
and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment. All
estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment and apply to the entire
participant sample including those with zero hours in an individual component. Since some
participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate
actual participation.
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® The amount of participation and mix of JOBSTART components
varied among the sites, with local employment opportunities and
program structure appearing to affect measures of participation
intensity.

Across the sites, average total hours of participation ranged from a high of 577 hours to
a low of 167 hours, a spread of 410 hours. This variation could have had several possible
sources, including differences in the characteristics of the youths at the sites, in local
employment opportunities, and in program characteristics. Although differences in demographic
a>d other measured characteristics of participants appear to explain only a small amount of the
variation, strong labor markets were associated with lower participation hours, probably because
participants left the program to take jobs. Furthermore, in strong labor markets, those youths
who cannot get jobs and who enrol! in programs are likely to be harder to serve.

The experience of participants in sequential and concurrent prcarams differed in several
ways, as shown in Table 3. Total participation hours were highest for the sites providing a
sequence of basic education and training in-house (sequential/in-house sites) and lowest for
sites providing basic education and then referring narticipants to another agency for training
(sequential/brokered sites). Hours in education also varied: sequential sites placed more
emphasis on education than did concurrent sites, with the formor having a slightly higher
percentage of participants attending education classes and considerably higher education hours.
Sequential/brokered sites had the highest average hours in education. On. possible reason for
greater education hours in sequential sites was that many youths recruited at these sites were
more interested in attaining a GED than in receiving occupational training.

Participants at the concurrent sites received the most occupational training. In sharp
contrast, only about one-fourth of the participants at sequential/brokered sites made the
transition from education to training; therefore average hours in training werc low. This
occurred because of the usual attrition over the course of a lengthy sequence, problems in
developing linkages with training organizations, and many participants’ greater interest in basic
education at these sites.

e JOBSTART succeeded in providirg a more intensive program than
was typically offered youtks in JTPA.

JOBSTART participation can be put in context by comparing it to that reported for other
programs. Length of participation is a measure that permits approximate comparisons among
several types of youth programs, including JTPA Title IIA programs for young dropouts and the
Job Corps. Overall, JOBSTART's median length of participation of 6.0 months greatly
exceeded the 3.4-month median for young dropouts served in JTPA Title IIA programs during
the period of the demonstration. Length of stay in the Job Corps program slightly exceeded
that of JOBRSTART. This suggests that JTPA, JOBSTART, and the Job Corps provided
services of varying intensity to youths of varying backgrounds: the socioeconomic status of
JOBSTART participants and the intensity of JOBSTART services were closer to the Job Corps
than to JTPA.




Table 3
Participation Rates and Hours of Participation
for Participants, by Program Stracture

Sequential/ Sequential/
Activity Measure Concurrent In-House Brokered Total

Percent participating in

Education 94.2 98.6 99.4 96.0
T.aining 95.0 54.3 259 74.8
Education and training 89.7 543 259 71.5
Other activities 14.7 100.0 74.1 42.5
Average hours in
Education 107.5 161.8 1847 131.9
Training 289.6 2216 63.4 2378
Education and training 397.1 3833 253.2 369.8
Other activities 9.9 105.7 63.7 39.0
All activities 407.0 489.6 316.8 408.9
Number of participants 621 208 170 999

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August
1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment. All
estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment and apply to the entire
participant sample including those with zero hours in an individual component. Since some
participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these measures
underestimate actual participation.

Concurrent programs offer basic education and occupational training
concurrently from the beginning of participation. Sequential/in-house programs offer basic
education followed by occupational training, with both components provided in-house by the
agency. Sequential/brokered programs provide basic education and then serve as a broker for
occupaiional training, referring participants to other agencies.




Findings en Early Program Impacts

The analysis of JOBSTART's impacts relied on a rigorous random assignment research
design  Using this approach, 2,312 youths who applied for JOBSTART were randomly assigned
to one of two groups: the "experimental” group was offered a chance to participate in the
program, whereas the "control” group was not offered the JOBSTART program but could
receive any other services in the community. Since the two groups were created by a chance
or lottery process, the only systematic difference between them was that only those in the
experimental group could receive JOBSTART services. Thus, the control group provided
information on what the behavior of experimentals would have been in the absence of the
program. The research design called for interviewing the individuals in both groups twelve and
twenty-four months after they were randomly assigned. This report presents results from only
the twelve-month follow-up survey.

For two reasons, the program im »act findings reported here must be viewed as preliminary.
First, the twelve-month follow-up petiod was short; 15 percent of experimentals were still in the
program at the time of the survey. Second, these findings are based on a partial sample of all
JOBSTART youths: at the time data collection for this report was completed, the twelve-
month survey had been fielded for the first 1,709 of the 2,312 youths randomly assigned. The
final impact report will present results for all survey respondents based on two years of
follow-up.

The impact results presented in this report are based on the 1,401 people (82 percent of
the 1,709) who responded to the first survey. The findings compare all experimentals who
responded to the survey to all controls who responded. As mentioned earlier, participation
varied and these results are the average for experimentals with little or no participation in
JOBSTART and those with hundreds of hours in the program. Outcome differences are
considered statistically significant if there was no more than a 10 percent probability that they
could have occurred by chance.

o Experimentals had much higher rates of participation in education
and training programs than did controls.

For the demonstration to be a clear test of the effectiveness of JOBSTART services, a
much higher percentage of experimentals than controls must have received basic education and
occupational training. Table 4 shows that this did occur: 95 percent of experimentals
participated in education or training in the year after random assignment, compared to orly 29
percent of controls. Over the course of the year, experimentals received an average of 460
hours of education and training (both within and outside the demonstration), while controls
averaged only 116 hours. By the fourth quarter after random assignment, many participants had
left the program, but the difference in service hours remained statistically significant.
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Table 4
Preliminary Impacts of JOBSTART During the
Twel.e Months After Random Assignment

Outcor : and Follow-Up Period Experimentals Controls Difference

Percent who ever received any education
or training in montis 1-12 94.5 293 65.2%°**

Total hours of education or training
received in months 1-12 459.7 115.9 343,800

Percent who received a GED ot high school
diploma by end of

Month 3 6.6 4.4 22
Month 6 18.6 59 12.7%¢*
Month 9 249 7.4 17.5%°¢
Month 12 2715 9.9 17.6%°*
Percent ever employed in months 1-12 58.2 62.8 4.7

Percent ever employed in

Months 1-3 18.4 29.2 -10.9°¢*
Months 4-6 29.0 384 -9.5%**
Months 7-9 41.0 453 -4.2*
Months 10-12 48.2 50.9 -2.6
Total number of weeks
employed in months 1-12 11.8 15.2 <3400
Total earnings in months 1-12 (8) 1772.78 2490.25 -717.47°%+
Total earnings (S) in
Months 1.3 193.73 361.67 -167.94%**
Months 4-6 353.93 603.08 -249.15¢%*
Months 7.9 561.74 709.53 -147.79% ¢+
Months 10-12 663.37 815.96 -152.59%¢+
Number of youths randomly assigned 714 687

NOTES:  All impact calculations for this report use survey completers randomly assigned
between August 1985 and March 1987, including those with values of zero for outcomes and those
who were assigned to JOBSTART but did not participate.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent;
*¢¢ = | percent.

"Education or training” includes JOBSTART and non-JOBSTART educational,
occupational, and related activities.

e
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e JOBSTART led to substantially higher educational attainment
(especially receipt of GED) for experimentals compared to controls
during the twelve months after random assignment. Theie were
positive impacts on educational attainment for virtually all
subgroups in the study.

Clearly, experimentals’ investment of time and eifort paid off in increased cducational
attainment during the year after random assignnent, as shown in Table 4. By year’s end, 28
percent of experimentals had received a high school degree or GED, compared to only 10
percent of controls, a difference of 18 percentage points -- almost a tripling of the rate for
controls. Nearly all of this increase came through attainment of a GED; few experimentals or
controls completed regular high school. This impact on educational attainment was similar to
that found in the Job Corps study, where, within a similar follow-up period, 24 percent of
participants attained a GED or high school diploma over a comparison group rate of 5 percent,
a 19 percentage point increase.

Virtually all subgroups of youths showed statistically significant increases in educational
attainment, compared to the corresponding control group. Importantly, the educational impacts
were substantial for both males and young mothers, two groups of special concern to
policymakers. This was also the case for those who had dropped out before completing the
tenth grade and those receiving public assistance.

While these impacts were large, the proportion of experimentals with a high school degree
or GED was still relatively low, as would be expected for a population reading below the eighth
grade level at entry intu the program.

¢ This investment in "human capital” by experimentals came at the
cost of forgone employment and earnings in the short term.
However, the employment rate difference narrowed over the follow-up
period as increasing numbers of experimentals left JOBSTART and
found employment.

Since participation in JOBSTART took up considerable time for many experimentals, it
was expected that during the first ycar after random assignment controis would show greater
employment and earnings. This did occur: 63 percer.t of controls worked at some point,
compared to 58 percent of experimentals. Over the year, controls earned $717 more than
experimentals. (See Table 4.)

The difference in the proportion of experimentals and controls working declined over the
follow-up period. In the fourth quarter after random assignment, the employment rate for
experimentals was nearly equal to that of controls, and the earnings difference had dropped
from $249 (in the second quarter) to $153.
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These employment results highlight the importance of longer follow-up in assessing the
effectiveness of an intensive program designed to improve the long-term employment prospects
of youths. Short follow-up captures primarily the costs of the program without a full assessment
of its benefits.

Operational Lessons for Programs of Education and Training Within JTPA

While a final decision on JOBSTART's potential must await more definitive results on its
impact and cost effectiveness, this report i< being issued at a time when there is an emerging
consensus that comprehensive programs (similar to JOBSTART) are needed for low-skilled
youths, including dropouts. This consens s coincides with increasing pressure to shift the JTPA
system in this direction. Therefore, lessons on how to operate this type of program within the
JTPA system are particularly timely. The report’s lessons in this area draw on both the
demonstration and the experience of other youth programs. For this reason, they move
explicitly beyond the data and research findings from the demonstration to reflect a more wide-
ranging knowledge base.

The ability of the JOBSTART sites to implement the program model shows the potential
for operating an intensive program of education and training within JTPA, even before recent
changes in performance standards and the new federal emphasis on service to youths with basic
skills deficits. But experience during and after the demonstration also highlights the difficulties
posed by the JTPA system’s emphasis on high placement rates and low costs, and the central
role that state and local officials must play in supporting programs like JOBSTART:

® Lessons for State JTPA Officials: States can encourage programs
like JOBSTART through policy statements emphasizing the
importance of intensive services to young dropouts, through flexibility
in administering the perforimance standards used to assess SDAs, and
through use of discretionary funds to support this type of program.
The states should also seek opportunities to leverage other state, local,
or foundation resources for these programs.

® Lessons for Local JTPA Officials: SDAs can fund programs like
JOBSTART, using their JTPA formula allocation (the "78 percent”

funds) supplemented with 6 and 2 percent set-aside funding distributed
by states. SDAs can also seek out funding partners among local
schools, community colleges, and welfare agencies. In performance-
based contracts with organizations serving youths, SDAs can designate
payment points that recognize other program goals besides job
placement, such as program participation by hard-to-serve youths or
attainment of a GED.




The demonstration also provides many lessons for program operators providing education
and training to disadvantaged youths:

® Recruitment: Sites must actively recruit, rather than rely on
word-of-mouth and walk-ins to the agency. The disadvantaged youths
who are the target group for programs like JOBSTART are often
outside the mainstream of social service agencies and unlikely to hear
about the programs without an aggressive outreach effort. Intake
procedures should be streamlined, and orientation and othes early
contacts with the client should emphasize the benefits of participating
rather than eligibility rules. If programs are interested in attracting
disadvantaged youths, they should not create extra steps in enroliment
(such as multiple appointments and unnecessary documentation of
eligibility) to tes the motivation of youths.

® Retention Strategies: Once enrolled in a program, youths need
extensive support services such as assistance with childcare and
transportation, counseling, life skills training, and informal activities
to create a supportive environment and build a commitment to the
program. Program counselors who can play a continuing role as case
managers and advocates for participants are an important part of the
program.

® Basic Education: In today’s labor market, employers increasingly seek
workers who not only possess basic reading and math skills but can
also think through problems. These needs of employers must be
refiected in the content of basic education; programs should move
beyond the teaching of basic skills to assist students to develop their
reasoning skills. Computer-assisted, individualized instruction is useful
in teaching basic skills, but development of analytical skills may call
for a combination of methods, including interaction with teachers and
other students in a group.

(1]

Occupational Training: Participants should be given opportunities
to explore different training options early in a program to make an
informed choice about what courses to take. Course entrance
requirements should be training-related and not artificially high. so
as not to exclude those who could do the classwork.” Training
instructors must see their role as extending beyond the presentation
of technical material; they can be part of a network of staff helping
to address the many nezds of young dropouts.

® Job Placement Assistance: Instruction in job search techniques is
important, but young dropouts also need direct job development and
referrals to specific jobs. While independent job search will be the
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norm, group job search may be appropriate for some participants.
Training instructors can play a crucial role in developing job leads,
but job development specialists are also needed. Programs should also
develop ways to help youths who do not complete the program to
find employment.

The demonstration also highlighted the tradeoffs associated with three key program design
issues:

e Choice of an Institutional Spensor: Schools and community-based
organizations have different strengths and weaknesses in operating a

program like JOBSTART. CBOs are likely to see such a program
as central to their organizational mission, to be familiar with the
interests and needs of disadvantaged young dropouts, and to provide
the range of support services needed by participants. Schools, in
contrast, typically have a greater variety of occupational courses and
more stable funding. Avenues are available for increasing the capacity
of either type of organization to implement a program like
JOBSTART.

e Choice of a Concurrent Versus a Sequential Program:  Staff at

concurrent programs must develop ways to include life skills training,
group activities, and counseling in the busy schedules of participants
attending both education and training classes. The greatest challenges
for sequential programs are to motivate youths during the education
phase (when a job may seem quite distant) and to increase the
proportion of youths making the transition to iraining.

e Choice of a Brokered Versus an In-Ifonse Sequential Program:
Operating brokered programs increases the number of agencies able
to pasticipate in a program like JOBSTART. However, the feasibility
of this approach hinges on developing ways to facilitate the transition
from educational services offered by one agency to training provided
by another. The likelihood of brokered arrangements succeeding is
increased if training agencies give priority to youths who meet their
clearly specified entrance requirements. Flexible scheduling to allow
youths to continue with their basic education even’after they have
moved on to their training provider would increase the appeal of a
brokered approach. The SDA can play a crucial role by structuring
contracts to encourage cocperation between education and training
agencies.

These operational lessons, discussed in greater detail in Chapter 10 of the report, may
help states, SDAs, and service providers to better serve young dropouts.
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CHAPTER 1

THE NATURE OF THE JOBSTART DEMONSTRATION

More than 5 million Americans aged sixteen to twenty-four are school dropouts. In many
large cities dropout rates reach or exceed 50 percent. Inadequately equipped with basic skills
such as reading, writing, and simple computational ability, most dropouts cannot earn a decent
living, especially in a service-oriented economy where high-paying blue-collar jobs are increasingly
a thing of the past. For eighteen- to twenty-four-year-old males, a key group, the discrepancy
between the average annual income of a high school graduate and that of a dropout was 31
percent in the early 1960s; by the early 1980s it had increased to 59 percent.!

The JOBSTART Demonstration is a test of a program designed to give disadvantaged
dropouts a "second chance” through a combination of basic education, occupational skills
training, job development and placement assistance, and support services (such as counseling,
childcare, and transportation expenses).

This report is about the implementation of the demonstration at the thirteen organizations
participating in it. The report analyzes the issues encountered in setting up the demonstration,
the characteristics and experiences of participants in the program, and the nature of the services
offered. It concludes with a preliminary analysis of the early effects of the program on
educational attainment, employment, and other measures of economic self-sufficiency, and with
lessons for implementing this type of program.

I The Nature of the Youth Employment Problem

It is widely acknowledged that the United States has a youth employment problem, but
it has become increasingly clear that the heart of the problem is "a small group of young people
who rernain out of work a large portion of the time."® In fact, using data from the late 1970s,
the Congressional Budget Office estimated that about 10 percent of all youths accounted for
61 percent of all youth unemployment. Overwhelmingly, they are from poor families and have
dropped out of schuol. Many are members of minority groups. For example, in 1988 only 21
percent of black school dropouts aged sixteen to twenty-four were employed full-time compared
to 39 percent of whites.* For the same group, only 52 percent  all blacks were in the labor
force (which is officially defined as those people working or ac :cly seeking work) compared

1Berlin and Sum, 1988, p. 9.

2Clark and Summers, 1982, p. 200. See also Ellwood, 1982; Rees, 1986; and Hahn and
Lerman, 1985, p. 6.

3U.S. Congress, 1982, p. 12.

4U.S. Department of Labor, 1989, p. 168.




to 67 percent of whites. Moreover, there may well be lingering, if not liiclong, effects of
dropping out of school and being jobless.

The consequences are societal as well as personal. Strong evidence indicates that the
incidence of poverty, welfare receipt, criminal activity, and unwed parenthood is significantly
higher for those with poor basic skills.5 Society bears the cost in the form of social disruption
and increased public services.

There is a still broader context for the dropout problem. The U.S. Department of Labor
projects that the number of young people will have declined sharply -- by 38 percent -- between
1975 and 2000, and that a growing proportion of them will come from groups with traditionally
higher-than-average school dropout rates and basic skills deficiencies (minorities, recent
imn... ants, youths from single-parent families, and the poor).® This does not bode well for the
future competitiveness of the country.

For all these reasous, attention is now being directed to young, poor dropouts, the target
group for the JOBSTART program.

II.  The Policy and Research Context of the JOBSTART Demonstration

Several conditions made it difficult throughout much of the 1980s to develop an effective
policy to combat the problem of young dropouts: public attention was diverted to a different
labor market problem, the need for highly skilled workers; the federal employment and training
system did not encourage servin,, young dropouts; and past research efforts had identified few
effective pregrams. Looming over all was the federal budget deficit.

A. Responses to the "Skills Crisis"

The drivz for competitiveness in the international economy highlighted the growing need
for very skillei workers, while the problems of the low-skilled received less attention.’
Educational reform efforts and initiatives in the employment and training field tended to focus
on improving the math and science performance of those who had aiready mastered basic skills.
Many reforms, such as strengthening curricula and raising required competencies, left ihose with
basic skills deficiencies even further behind.8 Receutly, labor market analysts have recognized
that all workers must have math, communication, and reasoning skills. Yet in the United States
a recent study of young adults found that while nearly all could read simple material, a relatively
small proportion were proficient with more complex material.?

SBerlin and Sum, 1388, pp. 24-35.
SFullerton, 1987.

"Public/Private Ventures, 1987, p. i9.
SMDC, 198s.

%irsch and Jungeblut, 1986.
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B. JTPA Program Features

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) of 1982 is the federal government’s major
program for funding employment and training programs for economically disadvantaged adults
and youths. The manner in which it was implemented during the mid-1980s posed a second
impediment to developing new programs of education and training for young school dropouts.
JTPA distributes the majority of its funds to states according to a formula based on the number
of unemployed and economically disadvantaged residents in state.. These funds, in turn, are
distributed by the states to local adm:nistrative entities called service delivery areas (SDAs). The
federal JTPA statute sets general rules for program eligibility and types of services. Within this
framework, each SDA'’s staff and private industry council (PIC) -- often operating like a board
of directors for the agency -- determine the types of services to be offered, the priority groups
for services, and how service providers under contract to the SDA are to be evaluated and paid.

The incentives embedded in Title IIA, the largest part of JTPA and the one that finances
most youth programs, made SDAs and JTPA-funded education and training agencies hesitant
to enroll youths with very low basic skills who are in need of in.ensive programs of education
and training and support services. In FTPA, Congress mandated a system of performance
standards -- increased employment and earnings, decreased receipt of welfare -- that were
intended to measure the "return on the JTPA program investment."'® These standards were
supposed to hold SDAs accountable for the quality and cost of program outcomes. In designing
the actual performance measures used during the first five years of JTPA, federal, state, and
local administrators focused on the proportion of participants placed in a job, their wages, and
the cost per "success story.”!! This encouraged SDAs and service providers to choose people
who were most likely to achieve these successes.!? In addition, the statute limited spending on
support services (such as transportation and childcare assistance) and needs-based cash payments.

10See section 106 of the act.

HFrom the early 1980s until program year 1987 (ending in June 198R), the performance
of SDAs serving adults was judged by the following standards: the percentage of adults who
found a job; the percentage of adults who were receiving welfare when they enrolled in JTPA
who found a job; the average wage at placement in a job; and the program cost per person
entering employment. For youths, the standards included the percentage who found employment
and the "positive termination rate,” defined as entering employment or other quantifiable
mcasures of program success. These included attainment of employment competencies
recognized by local private industrv councils, completion of a level of schooling, enrollment in
further non-Title ITA training, enlistment in the armed forces, returnirg to school full time, or
(for fourteen- and fifteen-year-olds) completing specified program objectives. The youth
standards included the cost per "positive termination.” For each measure, the U.S. Department
of Labor set national levels which -- at state option -- could be adjusted to reflect the
characteristics of thosc served and the conditions in the local labor market.

128ee Walker et al.,, 1985; Grinker Associates, 1986; Cook et a.., 1985; and Auspos with
Price, 1987.
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Data from the mid-1980s illustrate the effects of these incentives. During program years
1984 to 1986, young dropouts constituted only 11 percent of all Title IIA participants and 27
percent of all youth participants. Among young dropouts who were served under Title IIA in
1986, ouly 23 percent received basic education, a service likely to promote their long-term
success but unlikely to lead to immediate placement in a job.!3

Responding to this problem, the U.S. Department of Labor changed its administrative
practices and regulations. In late 1987 tte department stated that "more emphasis must be
placed on intensive investments in youth vsithin JTPA" and recommended that "a significant
portion of youths who participate . . . shculd receive competency-based instruction in either
basic education or occupational skills."* Soon thereafter, amendments to the regulations
(effective in program year 1988) encouraged states to choose as the key standard for youth
programs one which includes measures of = .eased educational and skills competencies; this
increased the opportunities to include youuy, low-skilled dropouts in JTPA. An advisory
committee to the Department of Labor also recommended shifting more resources to harder-
to-serve youths and ending restrictions on the support services these youths are likely to need.!’

While these changes came 00 late to affect the implementation of the demonstratior,
they have heightened interest in the project as an early test of a new direction for JTPA and
have increased the chances that the JOBSTART program will be successfully replicated if the
research findings are positive.

C. Research on Program_ Effectiveness

The third barrier to policy development was the scarcity of programs proven effective for
young dropouts.!® Many had been tried, but nearly all evaluations either found unfavorable
results, were inconclusive, or were seriously flawed. A common methodological problem was
the absence of an appropriate group (one that was not served by the program) against which
the group that was served could be compared. Without such a comparison, evaluators frequently
confused outcomes that followed a program with “e real program impacts.

The one notable exception to this pattern was the residential Job Corps, which a study

Bys. Department ¢f Labor, 1988. The remaining youth dropout participants were active
in other classroom training (20 percent), on-the-job-training (i2 percent), job search (15
percent), work experience (8 pescent), and other activities (22 percent).

'Federal Register, 1987. Similarly, U.S. Department of Labor officials were urging SDAs
to spend more money on youth programs, noting that such "investments” have long-term payotfs
and that the average cost per termination for youths is less than one-half of the allowed
standard. Moreover, DGL officials were stressing the importance of increasing enrollment of
at-risk and "hard-to-serve” youth in JTPA programs. This new interest in a more intensive
program of education to address basic skills deficiencies carried over ints Congressionally
mandated changes in the summer youth employment program under Title I1B of JTPA.

15Job Training Partnership Act Advisory Panel, 1989,

tsey et al., 1985, summarizes this literature.
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found to be effective in increasing the educational attainment and earnings of young dropouts.!’
The residential Job Corps provides basic skills education, occupational training, life skills
instruction, job placement assistance, health care, counseling, and other support services to
youths who live at centers (often outside urban areas) and participate in the program for up to
two years.!® About 80 percent of Job Corps participants have not completed high school. The
residential Job Corps, however, could not be offered to all dropouts; it was a relatively expensive
program, of interest only to those willing and able to live away from home, and clearly not the
answer for all disadvantaged youths.

One simple approach -- helping youths look for work more effectively -- was tested in a
demonstration in the early 1980s. The demonstration assessed the effectiveness of a program
providing job search assistance through simulated interviews, seminars on job-seeking techniques,
and assistance in making contact with potential employers. The evaluation found that the
program produced short-term increases in employment and earnings but that in the long run
participants were no better off than a comparison group.

In a careful evaluation, the most common youth employment strategy -- subsidized work
experience - also did not show any long-term impacts on educational attainment, employment,
or earnings for dropouts. The National Supported Work Demonstration, managed by the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) in the late 1970s, enrolled very
disadvantaged youig dropouts (many with a criminal record) in a twelve- to eighteen-month
program of paid work experience with gradually increasing job responsibilities. Program impacts
for this group were not positive even though the program proved successful for long-term
welfare recipients.?® This experience led MDRC to develop the Youth Variation of Supported
Work, which added basic education and skills training to work experience. Early results were
encouraging (longer participation in the program, better job placement rates), but funding was
not available for an assessment of long-term program impacts.

The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP), which offered subsidized
minimum-wage jobs to high school students and dropouts who returned to school, also provided
a negative lesson on program design. While the program did increase the employment and
earnings of students, evaluators found that the offer did not induce dropouts to return to and
remain in regular high school. Many of those who did return dropped out a second time.2!

With this research record the Job Corps stood alone as a program considered effective
for young school dropouts. Its evaluation found increases in participants’ employment rates,
earnings, educational attainment, and health status, and a reduction in their dependence on
public assistance and arrests for serious crimes. Moreover, these program impacts persisted
over a four-year follow-up period. Although program costs per participant were much higher

Mallar et al., 1982.
e Job Corps also operates a nonresidential program at some sites, three of which
partic;;;atcd in the JOBSTART Demonstration.
ublic/Private Ventures, 1983.
2"Manpowel' Demonstration Research Corporation, 1950.
21Farkas et al., 1984.
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than for most other programs (averaging $6,800 in 1980), the benefits exceeded the costs.
Especially encouraging was the program’s effectiveness for young male dropouts, a group that
had proven especially hard to serve in many previous programs. Among the questions left open
was whether the Job Corps model of education, training, and other services couid be adopted
by agencies (other than Job Corps Centers) that operated nonresidential programs with less
comprenensive support services.

In 1983 the National Academy of Sciences convened a panel of experts on youih
programs. Their assessment - summing up research findings -- recommended further testing of
the Job Corps program model in a nonresidential setting using random assignment to produce
reliable findings.?

III.  Development of the JOBSTART Demonstration

MDRC began the JOBSTART Demonstration in 1985 to provide a rigorous test of the
wider applicability of the kind of program already being used in the residential Job Corps. In
the past such a demonstration would have been specially funded: local agencies operating the
program would have received substantial funding, primarily from the federal government, to
support program implementation. In the changed fiscal environment of the 1980s, such full-
scale funding was not forthcoming. Local and state JTPA agencies provided most of the
operational funding for the JOBSTART sites, but the MDRC evaluation was funded by an
unusual consortium consisting of the Rockefelier, Ford, Charles Stewart Muw¢, William and Flora
Hewlett, AT&T, ARCO, Aetna Llife & Casualty, und Stuart Foundations; the Exxon
Corporation; the Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A; the U.S. Departmert of Labor; and the Mational
Commission for Employment Policy. Funding from this cc iscrtium also enabled MDR( to
award a modest $25,000 grant to each site.

This financial structure powerfully shaped the character of the deinonstration at the ‘ocal
level. The JOBSTART program wculd have to operate within existing ageacies and programs
under the rules of Title ITA of JTPA or, for the nonresidential Job Corps Centers, under Title
IVB of ITPA. It pr-wved a sericus .hallenge for sites to svnultaneously follow the demonstration
guidelines, the rules of Title {74, and provisicns in theiv contracts with SDAs. Sites could not
be sure that the lc.al SDAs would continue to fund them under Title IIA, since JOBSTART
was such a departure {rom the iypical JTPA program. The b Corps Centers had much less
difficulty becavse tne prograii wos modeled on their own.

"The lack of special funding also placed limits on what could be asked of the sites in terms
of changing and standardizing thei- curricula. Instead, they were given general guidelines. Even
so, there were major challenges. Some of the sites normally offered only basic skills education
or vocational training; the demonstration called for both, requiring them either to add a whole
new kind of activity or to link up with other local agencies providing it. Some sites also had
to adapt to a younger «nd less skilled student body than they normally served.

22Betsey et al., 1985, Chap. 1.




The demonstration was thus a hybrid: part evaluation of existing programs and part test
of a new progtam. The basic program differed from site to site in myriad details, but the variety
did permit a test of how a scaled-down Job Corps-type program could operate under existing
rules in different kinds of established agencies. If the demonstration showed positive results,
it would be easier to replicate the program widely.

IV. The JOBSTART Program Guidelines

Drawing on the lessons of the Job Corps and applying them within the constraints of
JTPA, the demonstration aeveloped a new alternative program. The key elements, shown in
Table 1.1, include the core components of the Job Corps (basic education, occupational training,
job search) but a less extensive system of support services. In some respects (the definition of
the target population and the requirement that certain activities be included), the program
model was quite specific, while in others it allowed for considerable variation. The model set
requirements as to the type and intensity of education and training services that were to be
offered to participants, and it placed strong emphasis on the need for strategies to increase
program retention. However, sites were given a great deal of flexibility in implementing these
core requirements.

Since the program was designed to reach a population largely unserved by existing
programs, eligibility requirements were quite specific. Participation was limited to school
dropouts who were between seventeen and twenty-one years of age, did not have a diploma or
GED, read below the eighth grade level, and satisfied the JTPA definition of economicalg
disadvantaged (defined primarily by household income or receipt of public assistance).
Recognizing that program operators needed to meet enrollment and performance standard
targets, however, the guidelines allowed for up to 2N percent of participants to read at or above
the eighth grade level.

The demonstration sought to test an intervention that would be relatively intensive and
lengthy compared to the usual JTPA activities and would address the multiple deficits in
participants’ skills. As a result, the program model required sites to offer a specified minimum
amount of both basic education and occupational training. This combination of services, as
noted earlier, differed from the usual situation under Title ITA of JTPA. The two-hundred-
hour minimum of education was based on an estimate of what would be needed to bring
participants’ basic skills up to the point where they could qualify for a GED or enter skills
training. The five hundred hours of training was a compromise between the very lengthy
training research suggested was useful and what was practical in most JTPA environments. The
total time in the program was expected to be a year or less.

BTo be eligible for JTPA services, a person must be receiving public assistance; have family
income at or below the poverty line or 70 percent of the lower living standard income level; be
homeless, under the definition of federal statutes; or. in some cases, be a handicapped adult
whose own income fits within the guidelines but whose family income exceeds it.

1.

~




Table 1.1

The JOBSTART Program Guidelines

Target Population

o 00O

To be eligible for JOBSTART, individuals had to be:

17 to 21 years old

school dropouts without & diploms or GED
reading below the eightheggade level on a standardized test®
economically disadvantag

Basic Education Instruction

0O cC oo

Sites were to implement & curriculum that was:

self-paced and competency based

computer-menaged and -assisted, if possible

8 minimsm of 200 hours in length

focused cn resding, commnication, and basic computation
skills

Occupational Skills Training

00 O0O0O

Sites were to implement a curriculun that:

was in a classroom setting

combined theory and hands-on experience

prepared enrollees for jobs in high-demand occupstions
provided st least 500 hours of training

had been developed with the assistance of the private
sector to ensure that graduates would meet the entry-level
requirements of local employers

Training-Related Support Services

-]
-]

]

Services were to be tailored to individual need and were to
include, in addition to transportstion and childcare, some
combination of the following:

work readiness and life sk’lls training

personal and vocational couiseling, mentoring, tutorial
assistance, and referral to external support systems
needs-based payments or incentive payments tied to length
of stay, program sttendsnce, or performance

Job Develcpment and Placement
Assistance

JOBSTART operators and/or their subcontractors were to be
responsible for assisting participants in finding training-
related jobs

SOURCE:  JOBSTART Demonstration Guidelines.

NOTES: %To help meet enrollment targets, each site was allowed to enroll individuals -- up to 20
per~ent of its totsl JOBSTART enrollment -- who read st or sbove the eighth grade level.

%10 be eligible for JTPA services -- economically disadvantaged by JOBSTART standards -- a
person must be receiving public assistance; have family income 8t or below the poverty line or 70 percent of
the Lowest living standard income level; be homeless, under the definition of federal s‘ stutes; or, in some

cases, be a handicapped adult whose own income fits within the guidelines but whose fzaily income exceeds it.

ERIC
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The basic education component offered instruction in reading, communication, and basic
computational skiit:, using individualized curricula that allowed youths to proceed at their own
pace toward required competency goals. The program model also encouraged -- but did not
require -- sites to offer computer-managed and computer-assisted instruction.

The occupational skills component required classroom rather than on-the-job training, in
the belief that participants would benefit from the intensive, closely supervised instruction
possible in a classroom setting. Recognizing the advantages of applying learning to practical
problems, however, the program model required that the training include a combination of
theory and hands-on experience. Seeking to increase chances of placement following training,
the program model required that the training prepare participants for jobs in high-demand
occupations and be developed in cooperation with local representatives of the private sector.

Attracting and keeping disadvantaged youths in education and training programs is a
common problem, and the sites were expected to prc .ide assistance with transportation and
childcare. They were also encouraged to develop a package of other support services to
facilitate program participation. Finally, the guidelines required sites to identify possible training-
related jobs for participants and to assist them in securing employment. The model did not
require the use of a specific curriculum in the basic education component, and it left the choice
of occupational areas for training up to the sites.

The model also allowed variation in how the core pieces of the program were to be
linked. For example, youths could be served in the same classes as adults or in separate classes;
they could be offered basic education classes and vocational skills instruction at the same time
(a concurrent model) or participate in basic education before entering skills training (a
sequential model). Youths could receive education an:. training at the same agency, or the
agency providing basic education could serve as a broker, helping participants who were
completing the education phase to find appropriate training at other institutions
(sequential/brokered sites).

V.  The JOBSTART Sites

The program model was implemented at the thirteen sites listed in Table 1.2. All had
applied to be part of the naticnal demonstration, had the capacity to implement the program
model, and had secured funding for its operation.?* The sites, all of which had experience
running programs similar to the model or working with yo ing dropouts, represented a variety
of JTPA service providers as well as Job Corps nonresidential programs. Most of the operating
funds for the demonstration sites were provided through the regular JTPA system under Title

%Three other sites initia .ed to participate subsequently withdrew from the
demonstration because of difficuities satisfying the requirements of the demonstration: and their
own cxisting performance priorities. They were SER/Jobs for Progress in Milwaukee, Wisconsin;
the Sacramento (California) Job Corps Center; and Stanly Technical College in Albemarle,
North Carolina.




Table 1.2

The JOBSTART Sites

JTPA Service

Agency Mame Location Delivery Area

Allentown Youth Services Consortium Buffalo, Ny Buffalo/Cheektowaga/
Tonawanda Consortium

Atlanta Job Corps Atlants, GA --4

Basic Skills Acacemy (BSA) New York, NY New York City

Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) Hertford, CT City of Hartford

Center for Employment Training (CET) San Jose, CA Santa Clara County

Chicago Commons Chicago, IL tity of Chicago

Association’s Industrial and Business

Training Programs

Connelley Skill Learning Center Pittsburgh, PA City of Pittsburgh

East Los Angeles Skills Center Monterey Park, CA City of Los Angeles

El Centro Community College Job Training Datles, TX City of Dallas

Center

Emily Griffith Opportunity School (EGOS) Denver, CO City and County of Denver

Los Angeles Job Corps Los Angeles, CA --2

Phoenix Joo Corps Phoenix, AZ --2

SER/Jobs for Progress Corpus Christi, TX City of Corpus Christi/
Kueces County

SOURCE:  Program records and staff intarviews.

NOTES: 8iob Corps sites are federally administered and are not part of any service delivery
ares.

bln September 1988 this site was renamed the Edmund J. Kahn Job Training Center.
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IIA of the legislation. (The Job Corps, as noted earlier, is separately funded and administered
under a different title of JTPA.) As will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2, the participating
organizations included vocational schools, a community college, community-based organizations
that focus on literacy development and GED preparation, community-based organizations that
focus on occupational skills training, and the nonresidential components of three Job Corps
Centers.

VI. Evaluation of the JOBSTART Demonstration

The evaluation of the demonstratiun is divided into three main parts. The first deals with
the implementation of the program at the various kinds of sites. Implementation began in 1985.
Launching JOBSTART, the initial report on the demonstration, discussed site selection and
characteristics, the operation of the program within JTPA, and early experiences implementing
it.> This second repor. completes the implementation analysis by describing the content of
JOBSTART activities, the participation patterns of the young people in the program, and
operational lessons to be drawn from the demonstration.

The second part of the evaluation is an analysis of the program’s impacts. The research
was designed to separate out the effects of JOBSTART itself from events attributable to other
factors (such as other services participants were receiving aad events in their lives outside the
program). To accomplish this, all people who applied for JOBSTART and were found to be
eligible were randomly assigned to either an experimental or a control group. Those in the
experimental group were given access to the program services; those in the control group were
not, though they could receive other services the community offered. Since they were all
randomly assigned, the { 5 groups were similar except that only the experimental group could
receive JOBSTART services.

Individuals in both groups were scheduled to be surveyed twelve and twenty-four months
after they were randomly assigned to their groups. (The time frame for applying to JOBSTART
varied from site to site but ranged overall from August 1985 through November 1987; hence the
fielding of each wave of the survey also extended over two years.) Using these surveys the
experiences of the two grot s can be compared to estimate the effect of the program on
educational attainment (the most important early outcome measure), employment, earnings,
welfare dependency, family formation, and other matters.

This report includes early impact findings based on the twelve-month survey for a partial
sample of all youths randomly assigned to the demonstration. It thus presents short-term results,
which must be interpreted carefully since the findings on employment and several other key
outccmes are heavily influenced by the fact that JOBSTART youths spent much of this twelve-
month period enrolled in the program. The twenty-four-month follow-up survey of the full
sample is currently in progress. The final report on the JOBSTART Demonstration, to be
completed in 1990, will analyze program impacts for the full sample based on this twenty-four-
month survey.

S Auspos with Price, 1987,
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The third part of the evaluation will compare the benefits of JOBSTART to its costs and
will ascertain the cost effectiveness of the program. This topic will be covered only in the final
report.

Sources of the data for the evaluation zre discussed in detail in Appendix A. They
include enrollment forms completed just prior to random assignment; a management information
system that provided data on participation in the program; results from the Test of Adult Basic
Education (TABE) administered to members of the experimental group; follow-up surveys (for
this report) conducted twelve months after random assignment and (for the final report) twenty-
four months after random assignment; and qualitative data based on interviews with the program
staff, field observations of program operations, and focus group discussions with participants.

VIL.  Content and Organization of This Report

The major research questions that this report addresses are:

1. Who participated in JOBSTART? How did participation vary among the
different versions of the program and among subgroups of participants?

2. How intensive was the program in itself and in comparison to the usual
JTPA programs?

3. Was the program sufficiently well implemented so that the demonstration was
a fair test of its effectiveness?

4. One year after JOBSTART was offered to youths, did it make a difference
in their lives? How did its effects vary among subgroups such as males and
females?

5. What lessons did the demonstration yield about serving young, low-skilled
school dropouts?

Chapter 2 of this report reviews the characteristics of the sites and describes their
programs, including features that varied among the sites and might have affected
implementation. Chapter 3 describes the research design of the study, rlien. recruitment and
intake procedures, and participant characteristics. Chapter 4 presents n overview of client
participation, inciuding comparisons with similar programs; it also analyzes differences in
participation among demographic groups and among participants in varying types of sites.
Chapter 5 discusses efforts by the sites to facilitate and encourage continued participation by
those active in the program. Chapter 6, on the basic skills education component, is the first of
three chapters discussing the nature of the program’s activities. Chapter 7 covers the
occupational skills training component, while Chapter 8 describes efforts of sites to assist
participants in finding employment after JOBSTART. Chapter 9 presents the impacts of the
program one year after random assignment. Chapter 10 summarizes lessons for operating
programs like JOBSTART.

-12-
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CHAPTER 2

JOBSTART SITES AND PROGRAM VARIATIONS

This chapter describes the characteristics and program variations of the sites in the
JOBSTART Demonstration. It discusses site selection, including background information on
the sites chosen; JOBSTART's implementation within the JTPA system; the modifications that
sites made in their existing programs to conform to the JOBSTART guidelines; and the program
variations ar.d other factors *hat were likely to have affected participants’ experiences. The final
section provides brief profiles of the individual sites.

I The JOBSTART Demonstration Sites

For reasons discussed in Chapter 1, the sites selected for the demonstration were service
agencies that were already providing key elements of the JOBSTART program model, were able
to adapt their programs to the model, and could meet other demonstration requirements.

A. Site Selection

In selecting sites, two objectives had to be balanced. First, sites had to be able to
implement the program so as to provide a real test of its underlying design. They needed the
appropriate capacities and experience, and an ability to comply with evaluation requirements.
Second, sites could not have such extraordinary resources that the demonstration wouid provide
little evidence about whether the program could be replicated on a larger scale. This concern
led to selecting sites that were at least somewhat representative of the variety of service
providers throughout the ccuntry.

In this demonstration many sites would be adapting their programs to conform to the
JOBSTART model. To minimize tke effects of evaluating programs that would be in a state
of change, and thus to assure a fair test of the model, MDRC looked for sites with a history
of strong program management, effective leadership, fiscal stability, and experience in offering
basic education and/or vocational skills training or in working with the ‘arget population ~f
young dropouts who are poor readers.

The selection and deveiopment of sites was a lengt*y process, as described in an earlier
report.! Once potential £ s were identified, MDRC staff worked with the program operators
to secure additional funding and to develop services consistent with the program model. They

'Auspos with Price, 1987.
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also worked with service delivery area (SDA) and state staff to make adjustments in existing
JTPA procedures to facilitate JOBSTART implementation.?

Sixteen sites initially joined the demonstration and began random assignment between
August 1985 and October 1986. As Chapter 1 noted, three subsequently withdrew because of
problems meeting the demonstration guidelines (especially recruitment) while satisfying their
own performance requirements. The thirteen sites that remained in the demonstration are the
subject of this report.

B. Pre-Demonstration Characteristics of the Sites

While all the sites were experienced service providers, they were by no means all similar
in organization, size, type of enrollee traditionally served, or prior service emphasis, as shown
in Table 2.1.

1. Type of Agency. The thirteen sites represented a variety of institutional
sponsors. Three were the nonresidential component of Job Corps Centers. The remaining
sites were four schools (adult vocational schools and a community college) and six community-
based organizations (CBOs).

2. Site Size. The participating sites varied greatly in overall size. The largest
sites (two of the adult vocational schools) had annual enrollments of 1,000 or more, while the
smallest served only 120 enrollees a year. At SER/Corpus Christi, JOBSTART participants
made up the entire enrollment during the training cycies in which they were active, but in most
cases JOBSTART was a small fraction of the site’s total enrollment.

3. Population Traditionally Served. For most sites, the anticipated enrollment
levels in JOBSTART represented an increase in service levels to young, economically
disadvantaged dropouts who read below the eighth grade level. Seven of the thirteen sites
traditionally served both adults and youths. The majority of students at these sites were adults,
many of them high school graduates, but four of the seven served substantial numbers of young
people. The three Job Corps sites and the three education agencies -- Allentown in Buffalo,
BSA in New York City, and CREC in Hartford -- were estal ‘ished to serve youths, and were
not serving adults when the demonstration started. As for income levels, the three Job Corps
sites served a low-income group exclusively. Since the six CBOs relied on JTPA or other
funding that imposed income limits on eligibility, these sites enrolled primarily low-income
students. The four schools (including the community college) served a broader range of
students.

2At the time the JOBSTART Demonstration began, the emphasis in the JTPA system was
on achieving high placement rates at low costs and on exceeding established standards. In
addition, performance ievels in service provider contracts generally reflected the type of prograni
operated (for example, classrcom training in occupational skills or on-the-job training) but did
not differentiate betwcen adult and youth participants. This was the general practice, despite
the fact that the federal standards did recognize outcomes other than placement in a job as a
positive termination from JTPA for youths. See Auspos with Price, 1987.
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Table 2.1

Pre-Demonstration Characteristics of JOBSTART Sites

Traditional
Total Annual Population Traditional
site Enrol lment Served Service Emphasis
Job Corps
Atlanta Job Corps 340 residentisl Youths Basic education
190 nonresidential and vocational
training
Los Angeles Job Corps 380 residential Youths Basic education
355 nonresidential and vocational
training
Phoenix Job Corps 200 residential Youths Basic aducation

200 nonresidential

and vocational
training

Schools

Connelley (Pittsburgh)

East Los Angeles

Skills Center

EGOS (Denver)

El Centro (Dallas)

1,000

500

15,000°

500

Adults primarily,
some youths

Adults and youths

Adults primarily,
some youths

Adults and youths

Vocational training,
basic education
also available

Vocational training,
basic education
also available

vocational training,
basic education
also available

Vocational training,
basic education
8150 available

Communi ty-based
organizations
Allentown (Buffalo)

BSA (Hew York City)

CET/San Jose

Chicago Commons

CREC (Hartford)

SER/Corpus Christi

400

420

220

400

120

Youths

Youths

Adults and youths

Adults primarily,
some youths

Youths

Adults and youths

Basic education

Basic education

Vocationsl training
which incorporated
basic skills instruc-
tion plus separate
GED class

Vocational training
which incorporated
basic skills instruc-
tion

Basic education

Vocational training

SOURCE:  Program records and staff interviews.

NOTES: €G0S is a multi-site school serving many short-term students.
Q 2,000 students were enrolled at the main building

EMC time.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4. Prior Service Emphasis. As shown in Table 2.1, the four schools and the three
Job Corps sites were experienced in offering the type of education and training components
called for in the JOBSTART guidelines, although, as discussed below, they differed in the
emphasis placed on basic education and the degree to which the two components were
integrated. In contrast, only one of the six CBOs offered the JOBSTART combination of
education ¢nd training. Three CBOs were education providers, whose traditional mission was
to provide adult basic education, literacy training, and/or GED preparation. Because they did
not offer any vocational training, they had to provide it through other local organizations in
order to operate JOBSTART. The other two CBOs had to add an education component to
comply with the demonstration guidelines.

. Implementing JOBSTART Within JTPA

As discussed in Chapter 1, at the time the JOBSTART Demonstration was launched
there were many disincentives to serving young dropouts within JTPA. Sites wishing to
participate in the demonstration faced two major obstacles: securing JTPA funding and
developing flexible arrangements within the existing system of performance standards and
contracting practices. Their experience shows that the obstacles can be overcome when such
programs are a state or jocal priority and creative approaches are adopted. JTPA. administrators
did provide special funding for JOBSTART sites or adjusted performance and centract standards,
but they did so largely because the sites were participating in a demonstration that would be
rigorously evaluated. Recognizing the seriousness of the dropout problem, these officials
welcomed the opportunity to increase service to these at-risk youths and to learn more about
effective strategies for serving them. The responsiveness of the JTPA system to a cortinuation
of the program model after the demonstration period is discussed in Cha ‘er 10.

A. Funding Sources for JGBSTART

JTPA funds constituted the overwhelming majority of operating support f.. the
JOBSTART program. The Job Corps Centess utilized moneys distributed under Title IVB,
the title authorizing federally administered programs.3 Other sites received JTPA funding from
several parts of the Title IIA program (as shown in Table 2.2), but most of their JTPA money
came through contracts with the local SDAs, which distribute the so-called 78 percent funds.*
The six CBOs, but noane of the schools, used 78 percent money. At four of them the 78
percent money was new funding secured for JOBSTART, while in two cases it was existing
funding designated for the program.

*During the operation of JOBSTART, the Sobs Corps received approximately $600 million
to $650 million annually for its nationar operations, which provided more than 40,000 annual
slots for participants at 105 centers.

‘Seventy-eight percent of Title ILA funds are distributed within a state by a formula based
on the number of unemployed and economically disadvantaged individuals.
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Table 2.2

Funding Sources for JOBSTART Programs at Schools and Communi ty-Based Organizations

o indicates supplemental funding secured for JOBSTART

C includes other federal, state, or local monies

SOURCE:  Program records and staff interviews.

NOTES:

ERIC
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A includes in-kind school contributions or other education funds
8 includes contributions from local foundations or ather organizations

*Job Corps sites are funded under Title ivB and are excluded from this table.

$25,000
Corporate and
JIPA Title 11IA Funding Foundation
Grants
b 4 Awarded Type of JTPA
site* 78% Local 8%° state 8% Other Through MORC  Contract
Schools
Connelley (Pittsburgh) o X A,B o Cost
reimbursement
East Los Angeles k 0 0 A 0 Performance
skills Center based
EGOS (Denver) 0 0 A 0 Cost
reimbursement
El Centro (Dallas) 0 o A o Performance
based
Communi ty-based
organizations
Allentown (Buffalo) X o 0 Performance
based
BSA (New York City) 0 A,B,C Performance
Pilot Phase based
BSA (New York City) o A,8,C o Not applicable®
CET/San Jose X 4} c o Performance
based
Chicago Commons ° o o Performance
based
CREC (Hartford)
Program yesrs 1 and 2 4} b c [+ Performance
based
Program year 3 A,C Not applicable®
SER/Corpus Christi 0 0 4 Performance
: based
KEY: x indicates existing funding designated for JOBSTART

(continued)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 2.2 (continued)

b78% of J1PA Title 1IA funds are ailocated by formula to states.

8% of u state's JiPA Title 11A allocation is reserved for aducation programs. Local 8% funding
refers to that portion which is dis*ributed, at state discretion, to local service delivery areas to spend on
projects of their choice.

dState 8X funding refers to the portion of the 8% education set-aside distributed directly by a state
to specific programs or projects.

*BSA (New York City) stopped using JTPA 78X fundirg and CREC (Hartford) stopped using all JTPA
funding while in the JOBSTART Demonstiration.
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Efforts by site staff and MDRC during the development of the demonstration were also
successful in obtaining discretionary JTPA funds aistributed by the states or, in some cases, the
local SDAs. This money was obtained from the 8 percent of the JTPA Title IIA funds reserved
for linkages with educational programs (8 percent funds) awarded by local SDAs and states. In
all but two cases this money was supplement:” *inding secured for JOBSTART. Each site also
received a grant of $25000 from foundation and corporate sources supporting the
demonstration. Seven of the school and CBO sites also secured other, non-JTPA funding.

In most cases the 78 percent funds were used primarily for the basic education and
trait.'ng components, while the supplemental funding was used mostly for the added teaching
staff, equipment, and coordinaticn, plus some added support services, such as counseling and
incentive payments. The JTPA funds were distributed throush both cost-reimbursement and
performance-based contrac... Under the cost-reimbursement contracts, a site was paid for costs
incurred under an approved budget for activities provided, while = ;erformance-based contract
paid service providers when participants achieved specified milestones such as attainment of a
General Educational Development (GED) certificate, completion of training, or placement in
a job. Performance-based contracts could lead to problems in serving JOBSTART youths if
in‘ermediate attainments short of placement in a job were not recognized or the milestones for
payment were set at a level difficult to attain.

In fact, two sites originally receiving JTPA funding under a performance-based contract
did shift to other funding arrangements. CREC in Hartford began its JOBSTART program
in the middle of a program year, using 78 percent money, and continued using it in the
following program year. In the third program year the site switched to non-JTPA funds. In
New York City, BSA’s original contract for 78 percent funds called for the agency to achieve
educational attainment goals in what program staff felt was too short a time. BSA stopped
using 78 percent money after an initizl pilot phase of the program and shifted to using 8 percent
funds and non-JTPA soutces.

B. Modifications of JTPA Practices

In addition to providing funds, some state and local JTPA agencies aided the
demonstration in other ways.> SDAs changed their perfo.mance-baser contracting procedures,
or usual funding rules for about half the sites in recognition of the fact that the JOBSTART
operators were working with a harder-to-serve population and in the interest of contributing
to the development of a knowledge base on effective programs for the target population. Two
SDAs wrote cost-reimbursement contracts for JOBSTART, whereas their usual policy was
performance-based contracts. Three adjusted their placement or positive termination standards
for JOBSTART operators, reflecting the fact that they were working with --- difficult to
serve population than were most service providers. Another developed a payment and
performance evaluation system to reward the JOBSTART operator for the transition of youths
from basic education * ‘o occupational training. A few earmarked more money for training or
support services than 15 usual, in recognition of the need to provide more assistance to the
JOBSTART participants than to the typical JTPA enrollees.

*See Auspos with Price, 1987, for a full discussion of this topic.
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Still, certain practices commonly used in SDAs continued to pos: problems. Funding
constraints in the federal statute, particularly on the use of funds for support services and
administration, made it necessary for many sites to seek outside funding to operate the program.
Most JTPA contracts continued to hold program operators to higher standards than the SDA
as a whole was required to meet under the federal performance standards. Performance-based
contracts that withheld payment until late in the training period also created short-term cash-
flow problems for some sites. Finally, serious problems were posed by JTPA contracts with
education providers that stressed placement or failed to reward ope:ators for moving individuals
into vocational skills training with other organizations.

III.  Program Modifications

A. Job Corps Sites

As would be expected, given the origins of the program model, the three Job Corps
Centers in the demonstration did not make many changes in their existing programs to operate
JOBSTART. Each conducted more aggressive outreach and recruitment in order to generate
a large enough pool of applicants to accommodats creation of the control group for the impact
evaluation. In addition, each designated a coordinator for the demons*-atic 1, but in most cases
this person primarily dzalt with collection of demonstration data and did not supplement the
strong counseling already available. JOBSTART members were treated like regular nonresi-
dential Job Corpsmembers at these three sites, though they were discouraged from entering two-
year training programs because of the one-year limit on JOBSTART participation.

R Schools and CBOs

The schools and CBOs, on the other hand, made a number of changes for the
demonstration.

1. Recruitment. All the sites developed plans to expand and intensity their
recruitment efforts in order to meet the JOBSTART enrollment goals; most hired additional
staff to carry out the plans. These efforts are discussed in Chapter 3.

2. Counselor/Coordinator Role. All the sites created a coordinator position, with
responsibility for monitoring studen: progress and, with one exception, serving as a counselor
for the JOBSTART participants. (At CET/San Jose the vocational skills instructors doubled
as counseiors.) As discussed in Chapter S, the counselor/coordinator position was pivotal in
implementing the program model at the schools and CBOs.

3. Support Services. The sites made a number of efforts t5 increase retention.
In addition to expanding their counseling capacity, they frequently arranged with local agencies
to provide additional support services. Some provided enriched financial assistance: a few sites
offered financial incentives to reward participants for attendance or performance; another
provided ueeds-based payments to its JOBSTART participants even though it did not provide
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such assistance to other enrollees and local JTPA policy was not to pay them. These services
are discussed in Chapter 5.

4. Education. Two sites (SER/Corpus Christi and Chicago Cormons) developed
an education component specially for the demonstration. Other sites were .y the process of
augmenting their <Jucational offerings as the demonstration started. For example, three sites
were using computer-assisted instructional systems that had be=~ installed at the start of the
demonstration. The details of the education component are discussed in Chapter 6.

5. Training. The three education-oriented sites that did not offer occupational
training prior io the demonstration had to make new arrangements with local training
organizations to provide it for JOBSTART participants. They also had to integrate preparation
for vocational training into their educational offerings and establish new procedures for moving
stude~ts into training and monitoring their progress after they made the transition. At other
sites most of the existing training curricula met the JOBSTART criteria, although a few courses
were deemed inappropriate for JOBSTART participants because they did not provide the
required five-hundred-hour minimum. No site developed a training course specifically for
JOBSTART. Chapter 7 discusses the training component.

6. Job Placement Assistance. Most sites made no changes in their job placement
strategies for the demonstration. Two schools (EGOS in Denver and Connelley in Pittsburgh)
delegated the primary responsibility for placement to the program counselor/coordinator.
Placement efforts are discussed in Chapter 8.

C. Other Activities

In addition to providing the components specified in the model (education, occupational
skills training, support services, and job placement), about half the demenstration sites scheduled
an additional activity for JOBSTART. Allentown in Buffalo, BSA in New York City, and El
Centro in Dallas enrolled JOBSTART participants in existiag “life skills" courses covering such
topics as personal budgeting, interpersonal relationships, health and nutritivn, and employment
preparation. Participants at the Job Corps sites were enrolled in similar courses and also in
"avocational” activities including athietics, driver education, and opportunities to learn about
different cultures and ethnic groups. Because the life skills training constituted a significant
portion of the services that JOBSTART participants received at these sites, hours spent in life
skills classes are inciuded in this study, despite the fact that they were not a required part of
the program - 1odel. Some sites also provided opportunities for paid or unpaid work experience,
as discusse .n Chapter 8.

IV.  Key Dimensions of Program Variation Among the Sites

Within the general framework provided by the program guidelines, sites operated
programs with important differences, which, as noted above, typic. s arose from their past
experience and practices. Five dimensions of program variation that seemed particularly likely
to affcct the experiences of participants are discuss . below and analyzed in later chapters of
this report.
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A. Concurrent Versus Sequential Education and Traininge

A fundamental design issue in the JOBSTART Demonstration was whether young
dropouts should participate in both basic skills instru.tion and occupational skills :raining from
the beginning of the program (the concurrent model) or strengthen their basic skills before they
started occupational training (the sequential model). Since there was no consensus on which
approach was more effective, the program guidelines did not prescribe one.

One argument for sequential education and training is that employers value workers with
solid basic skills because they learn new job skills more quickly and in the long run are more
productive than other workers.® While recognizing that young dropouts will not receive a
broad liberai education in a program such as JOBSTART, proponents of this view nevertheless
value the type of general knowledge imparted in courses designed to prepare students for the
GED test. They believe that sequential programs are mocre likely than concurrent ones to
provide this type of general knowledge because they face fewer time constraints.

A second, related argument is that youths reading at low leveis will benefit if their basic
education skills are improved before they enter occupational skills training.” In this view, youths
who enroll in concurrent programs, and read at the level of most JOBSTART participants when
they entered the program, will find their training options limited to occupational areas requiring
few basic skills or, if adiritted to more advanced courses, will have to struggle to comprehend
the material. Scquential programing, in theory, therefore, offers participants a wider range of
occupational options and a hetter basis on which to build vocational skills competencies.

Another presumed advantage of sequential programing is that it eases the burd~n of
scheduling classes. Students are freed from the pressure of simultaneously participating in two
types of intensive coursework, and their daily schedule can allow time for activities designed to
address a variety of needs, such as life skills training, recreational activities, or part-time jobs.

Sequential programing is not without problems, however. Students may find the education
phase similar to past high school experience, since basic skills are not integrated with
occupational training. Students may leave the program before they get to the occupational skills
training component, and there may be logistical difficulties in making tke transition from one
component to another. As discussed below, such difficulties are exacerbated if different agencies
provide the education and occupational tr 1ing classes.

Supporters of concurrent programing, on the other hand, argue that since most dropouts
have had negative experiences in school, being able to combine basic education with skills
training -- which has a more obvious connection to the job market -- makes the education
component more appealing® It is argued, for example, that if students see that they need

%See, for example, National Academy of Sciences, 1984; Johnson ard Pack« #87; National
Association of Manufacturers, 1982.

"Hahn and Lerman, 1985.

SMathematica Policy Research, 1988,
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basic math in crder to make measurements for carpentry, they will be more motivated to apply
themselves to learn basic skills.

Another argument for concurrer. programing rests on a narrower view of the purpose
of basic skills education for young dropouts. Its proponents hold that instruction in basic skills
should focus on the particular skills needed in occupational training rather than on imparting
general knowledge. This approach Supports concurrent programing, even integration of the two
curricula into a single course. The experience of the U.S. Anmned Forces in teaching military
occupati;ms to recruits with | oor basic skills is often cited as a successful example of such a
strategy.

Both the concurrent and sequential approaches were represented in the JOBSTART
Demonstration. Eight sites operated concurrent programs, while five offered a sequence of
education followed by occupational skills training, as shown in Table 2.3. The differences
reflected, in part, different philosophies about the appropriate relationship between basic
education and occupational skills training as well as prior experience. At one end of the
spectrum the three sites that traditionally offered only education (Allentown in Buffalo, BSA
in New York City, and CREC in Hartford) chose to operae the JOBSTART program
sequentially, and emphasized educational preparation and GED certification as a goal even if
it did not lead t~ entry into occupational skills training. At the other end two concurrent sites
(CET/San Jose and Chicago Commons) tradit.onally viewed education as a means to learn the
basic skills needed in vocational skills <classwork and had developed curricula that integrated
training-specific basic skills into the vocational training courses. (CET/San Jose also off red
GED preparation classes, which were used fur the JOBSTART youths, but Chicago Commons
had to add an education component for the demonstration.) Other sites tended to balance the
two components more equally, although, as discussed in Chapters 6 and 7, there were strong
differences acrass the sites in the emphasis placed on GED attainment within the JOBSTART
program,

B.  Brokered Versus In-House Services

The second important dimension of program variation studied in this report is whether,
at the sequential sites, the JOBSTART program operator provided both ihe education and
training components on-site, or instead served as a "broker" for the JOBSTART nparticipants,
linking those ready to leave the basic skills component with occupational training providers.
Three of the sites followed the latter practice (they are referred to as "sequential/brokered”
sites in this regort), and two provided their own training on-site (referred to as "sequential/in-
house” sites).’’ Participants at the sequential/brokered sites remained in the JOBSTART
program while they were in skills training, but they typically ceased to attend classes at the
JOBSTART operator’s site.

Practically speaking, brokering may be the only way that small agencies specializing in

%Sticht, 1987.
One other site -- SER/Corpus Christi -- brokered its job placement component through
another organization, the Texas Employment Commission.
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Table 2.3

Procram Structure of JOBSTART Sites, by Prior Service Emphasis

Sequential/ Sequential/
Prior Service Emphasis Concurrent In-House Brokered
Education only None None Allentown (Buffalo)

8SA (New York City)
CREC (Hartford)

Training only CET/San Jose® None None
thicago Commons®
SER/Corpus Christi

Both education and

training Atlanta Job Corps E!l Centro (Dallas) None
Connelley Los Angeles Job Corps
(Pittsburgh)

East Los Angeles
Skills Center

EGOS (Denver)

Phoenix Job Corps

SOURCE:  Program records and staff interviews.

NOTES: Concurrent programs offer basic education and occupational training concurrently
from the beginning of participation. Sequential/in-house programs offer basic education followed
by occupational training, with both components provided in-house by the agency. Sequential/

brokered programs provide basic education and then serve as a broker for occupational training,

referring participants tc other agencies.

#CET/San Jose and Chicago Commons offered vocational training which incorporated
basic skills instruction.



one type of service can provide multi-component, comprehensive programs. None of the smali,
community-based educational providers participating in the demonstration, for example, had
the capability to develop on-site training facilities offering a variety of training options. Agencies
with a limited number of training courses might also choose to broker training for some
participants in order to increase the range or quality of training available to them.

Brokered programs increase the operational challenges for the program operator, however.
There are potential difficulties, fo. example, in ensuring that participants in education will be
accepted for training by other agencies, in scheduling the end of the education phase to coincide
with a variety of different training schedules, and in monitoring the progress of students referred
to other agencies and the quality of the services provided to them. Chapter 7 discusses how
the JOBSTART operators met these challenges.

C. Serving JOBSTART Youths in Adult Classes

The three Job Corps Centers and SER/Corpus Christi enrolled only youths in their
programs during the demonstration, and Allentown in Buffalo and BSA in New York City
enrolled only youths in the education phase of JOBSTART. The remaining seven sites, which
enrolled adults as well as youths, had to decide whether to serve the JOBSTART youths in
separate classes or to combine ("mainstream") them in classes with adults.!!

Mainstreaming youths in classes with adults can provide young students with role models
and 1 helpful maturing influence. At the same time, however, it can be harder for the youths
to develop 2 sense of belonging or to feel that staff take a personal interest in them, especially
if they entered the program with fewer skills than adults have. Immaturity or lack of seriousness
on the part of some youths can also pose problems for older students in their courses and for
teachers, who must try to juggle two teaching styles and devote more time to discipline than
they might otherwise do. An open question is whether youths respond to different teaching
techniques than do adults.

Nearly all the sites that traditionally served adults and youths made a special effort to
place JOBSTART participants in education classes by themselves or with other youths during
at least part of the demonstration, but none, except SER/Corpus Christi, operated youths-only
training classes. (See Table 2.4.) The implications of ‘eaching youths and adults in the same
training classes are discussed in Chapters 7 and 8; Chapters 5 and 6 discuss the advantages of
having them in separate classes for other activities, such as education and life skills training.

D. [Intensity of Support Services

In programs serving disadvantaged youths, the level and type of available support services
are likely to have an important effect on participation. As discussed earlier, most of the sites
strengthened their support services for the demonstraticn. Nevertheless, the level of support

"CREC in Hartford, which had traditionally served ouly youths, began enrolling adult
AFDC recipients while JOBSTART was operated. SER/Corpus Christi enrolled the JOBSTART
youths in separate cycles during the demonstration.
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Table 2.4

Characteristics of IOBSTART Activities, by Site

Fixed Expected
Cycle or Separate Juration of Scheduled Hours per Day
Open Entry Classes Occupational
Site ond Exit for Youths Training Educat ion® Training Other Activities Total
Concurrent
Atlanta Job Corps Open entry Yes 1 year Individual ized, Individualized, Usually 2 hours in 6.5 hours
and exit max imum usually 2 hours usually 2.5 hours life skills and
at start, more in avocational activi-
subsequent weeks ties &% start, less d
in subsequent weeks®’
CET/San Jose Open entry In 600-1000 2 hours, may 4.5 hours, may Kone 6.5 hours
and exit education hours during vary vary
only 23-37 weeks
. Chicago Commons Fixed in 500-1380 1-2 hours, 4.5-7 hours, None 6.5-8 hours
() cycle eduycation hours during 3-5 days depending
c,’\ oy 22-42 weeks  per week on course
Connel ley (Pittsburg ) Fixed cycle Sometimes 700-1000 2 hours 4 hours 1 hour of counse- 6 hours in
with in education hours ling and other school year
semesters supports, school 1985-86,
year 1986-87° 7 hours in
school year
1986-87
East Los Angeles Skills | Open entry No 609-840 2 hours, 4 hours, None 6 hours
Center and exit hours during may vary may vary
20-28 weeks
EGOS (Denver) Open entry In 600-1000 2 hours, 4 hours, None® 6 hours
: and exit with education hours may vary may vary
semesters only
1Y
(continued) 6 J
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Table 2.4 (continued)
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Fixed Expected

Cycle or Separate Duration of Scheduled Hours per Day

Open Entry Classes Occupational —_
Site and Exit for Youths Training Education® Training Other Activities Totel

Phoenix Job Corps Open entry Yes 1 year Individuslized, Individualized, Ususlly 2 hours 6.5 hours

and exit max i mum usually 2 hours usually 2.5 hours in life skills
at start, more in and avocational
subsequent weeks activities at
start, less in
subsequent weeks®’

SER/Corpus Christi fixed Yes 500-660 2.5 hours for 3.5 hours None 6 hours

cycle hours during first 12-16 for first 12-16
22-23 weeks  weeks weeks, then
6 hours
Sequential/in-house

El Centro (Dallas) Open entry In 720 hours 3-4 hours 6 hours 2-3 hours in life 6 hours
and exit education over 24 skills during d

only weeks education phase®’

Los Angeles Job Corps Open eniry Yes 1 year b 3 hours for 6 hours, may 3 hours in life 6 hours
and exit maxt . wm first vary skills or avoca-

10-12 weeks, tional activities
then indivi- duri 5ducation
Sequential /brokered dualized phas:g'

Allentown (Buffalo) Open entry In Varied _/ 3 hours Varied by 3 hours in life 6 hours
and exit education training training skills during during
for education, only provider provider education pha-e education
varied in phase
training

(continued)
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Table 2.4 (continued)

fixed Expected
Cycle of Separate Duration of Scheduled Hours per Day
Open Entry Ctasses Occupational
Site or Exit for Youths ireining Education® Training Other Activities Total

BSA (New York City) Open entry in Varied by 3 hours, varied by 3 hours in life 6 hours
and exit education training 4 days per training skills during du-ing
for education, only provider week provider educaticn phase education
varied in 4 days per week phase,
training 4 days per

week

CREC (Hartford) Open entry No Varied by 3 hours varied by Hone® 3 hours
and exit training training during
for education, provider provider education
varied in phase
training

SOURCE:  Program records and staff interviews.

NOTES: 8 ducation hours refer to time spent n a basic education cr GED-preparation class and do not include educetion provided as part of an
occupational training course.

bJob Corps Centers offer a maximum of 2 years of training, but JOBSTART participants were supposed to be enrolled in courses that could be
completed in 1 vear.

me participants worked in paid or unpaid work experience positions f.: iimited periods.

c'Life skills classes typically provided instruction in work behaviors, goal setting, personal budgeting, health, and interpersonal relations.
Avocational activities included physical education and driver education.

€add’ t ional hours were available on an individualized basis after the course ended.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




varied, for fiscal and philosophical reasons. The Job Corps sites offered the most comprehensive
array of support services, including access to health care and recreational facilities; the most
financial assistance and incentives; and the program best designed to convey a sense of
belonging. Other sites had more modest resources to draw upon and relied more heavily on
referrals to other providers Chapter 5 discusses this variety and describes how sites that initially
offered little special support to JOBSTART participants expanded their efforts as the
demonstration progressed. Particular attention is paid to the process by which sites accustomed
to serving adults adapted their pzograms to the special needs of youths.

E. Hours and Service Mix per Day and Program Duration

Sites also varied in the expected duration of the program and the schedule of class hours
and activities per day, as shown in Table 2.4. The demonstration sites scheduled JOBSTART
classes in three basic ways. The majority of sites that operated both the education and training
components themselves scheduled the classes on an "open entry/open exit” basis. This means
that participants could enter the program at any time, progress through the material at their own
pace, and complete the course whenever t*-y reached the specified competency levels. The
duration of tr-ining was open-ended, but sites anticipated that participants wonld typically be
able to complete the prescribed training curriculum in many felds in approximately six hundred
to eight hundred hours. Individuals who needed additional time to complete competencies could
stay longer, however.

Some concwrrent sites, in contrast, operated JOBSTART as a series of "fixed cycles,”
meaning that all participants started and completed training together on specified cates and
the maximum length of training was prescribed. The third variation was the education provider’s
schedule: these three sites cperat~d the education component on an ope: entry/open exit
schedule, but the training schedule was determined by the variety of training organizations at
which JOBSTART participants were enrolled.

These differences were important because they affected the intensity of the training
available in JOBSTART. As Table 2.4 shows, the duration of the occupational training
component (the major source of variation among the sites) ranged trom 22 to 23 weeks at
SER/Corpus Christi to a year at the Job Corps sites. Even within a site, there could be
significant variation among the different training options. At Chicago Commons, for example,
scheduled ‘ ~ainirg ranged from 505 nours in industrial inspection to 1,380 hours in packaging
machine repair.

Sites also showed great v:riety in the number of hours scheduled for activities each day.
The usual schedule ranged from a low of three hours pe. day at CREC in Hartford to seven
to eight hours per day in sume courses at Chicago Commons. A typical day can be described
in terms of three basic models:

1. Concurrent Sites That Were CBOs or Schools. Students typically
had six hours of classes per day, five days a week. In general, two
hours were spent in education classes, with training classes
scheduled for the remaining four hours.

~-
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2. Concurrent Sites That Were Job Corps Centers. These sites had
six and a half class hours per day. Scheduies were highly

individualized and changed frequently, but commonly included two
hours of education, two and a half hours of vocational training,
and two hours devoted to life skills or avocational activities such
as sports.

3. Sequential Sites. These also scheduled a six-hour day during the
education phase, but the daily distribution of activities was quite
different. Typically three hours were spent in education classes
and another three hours were spent in life skills training. The
training schedules were set by the training providers at the
brokered sites, but typicallv involved five to six hours of classes per
day. Training classes ran for six hours a day at the sequential/in-
house sites.

The variation in training duration and in scheduled daily hours meant that the planned
participation over a period such as six mnths could also vary greatly. At SER/Corpus Christi
a participant completing education and training in about six months, as planned, would have no
more than 660 hours of occupational training. In many of the training sequences at Connelley
in Pittsburgh, however participants with such lengths of participation and hours would not have
neared completion.

V. Ot.aer Factors That Could Have Affected Program Implementation

A number of other conditions, not intrinsic to the JOBSTART model itself, were also
likely to have affected the way the program model was implemented.

A. Local Labor Marvet Conditions

JOBSTART sites operated in very different labor marxets. The unemployment rates in
the metropolitan areas where the sites were located van_d from a low of 3 percent in 1987 in
Hartford, where CREC was located, to 12 percent in 1986 in Corpus Christi, where SER
operated. Youth unemployment rates vaned from 6 ?ercem in 1986 in Hartford to 27 percent
in 1985 in New York City, where BSA was located.!* Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the ¢ffect of
labor market conditions on recruitment efforts and participation in JOBSTART.

B.  General Instability and Staff Turnc.er

As noted earlier, all the sites selected for participation in the demonstration had shown
evidence of good management and adaptability. Nevertheless, some sites underwent major
changes in funding or management over the course of the demonstration, resulting in major
cutbacks in staffing, reorganization of responsitilities, and/or physical relocation. "hese Changes

12U.S. Depertment of Labor, Bureau of %abor Statistics, unpublished figures.
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placed unarticipated stresses on the JOBSTART implementation, which in some cases had an
adverse effect on program operations. In addition, over the approximately two and a half years
that the demonstration was in operation at most sites, there was a considerable amount of staff
tumover among the education instructors and counselor/coordinators who had been hired
especially for the demonstration. As a result, at most sites the program mode! continued to
evolve over the course of the demonstration.

VI Profiles of the Sites

The following sketches are designed to convey further the character of the individual
sites, their variety, and their accommodations to the JOBSTART Demonstration.

A. Schools

1. Connelley Skill Iearning Conter, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Housed in 2
sprawling, five-story structure in downtown Pittsburgh, Conaelley is Pittsburgh’s Area Vocational
Technical School, a division of the Pittsburgh Public School System. It served 1,000 students
a yzar, most of them adults, providing occupational skills training in more than twenty fields as
well as basic education and GED preparation. It operates on a fixed cycle semester basis, and
no classes are offered during the summer.

The 109 JOBSTART participants were distinguished from the typical Connelley enrollees
by tieir youth, basic skills deficiencies, and ethnic background - most were black, while the
staff and cther students were typically white. The JOBSTART youths were offere the same
courses as the others, but their occupaticnal skills training was cut from the .al 6 hours a day
to 4, to allow for 2 hours of baric education, one of which was devoted to compuzrer-assisted
instruction.  The schoo! tried many other adaptations for JOBSTART: it placed the
JUBSTART participants in a be-ic education class of their own but subseguently mainstreamed
them (they were mainstieamed in training from the start); it first used a staff member to
coordinate the program but later hired an ou'side mar agement firm; and it provided special
supports for JOBSTART participants, including needs-based payments, financial rewards for
attendance and achievement, individual and group counseling, workshops and lectures on such
topics s family planning and substance abuse, and mentorships with local employers.
Scheduling these activities within the reguiar class day was a problem; eventually they formed
an "after school” component. Representatives from Connelley, the Allegheny Conference on
Community Development, the local JTPA  .ff, and several community-based organizations
formed an ad-hoc auvisory committee that helped establish the JOBSTART program at
Connelley and continued to provide oversight throughout the demonstration.

2. East Los Angeles Skil's Center, Monterey Park, California. Founded in 1966,
this is one of six skills training centers operated by the Los Angeles Unified School District.
Located seven miles from downtown Los Angeles, it served about 500 enrollees annually, 200
of them disadvantaged ~ouths. Typical of the fieighborhood in which tie ceuter is located,
most of the 53 JOBSTART participants were Hispanic.

The center offers *ocational training in electronics repair and installation, auto mechanics,
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industrial drafting, machine shop, and a variety of clerical courses. It also offers classes in basic
¢ ‘ucation, GED, and English as a Second Language (ESL). During the demonstration, the site
expanded its education programs with new curricula, audiovisual equipment, and staff. It
operated on an open entry/open exit basis, with education and training scheduled concurrently.

With the exception of more intensive counseling services, there was littic to distinguish
JOBSTART from the ongoing programs at the skills center. The site did not provide needs-
based payments, although participants were given bus passes and money for gasoline, and
emergency funds were avauable to help them pay rent or buy groceries. JOBSTART youths
were mainstreamed in both their education aad training classes. Training classes ran for 6
hours a day; JOBSTART participants left hen to work on basic skills in the learning lab for
an hour or two, following individualized sclieduiss.

3. El Centro Community College Job Training Zenter, Dallas, Texas. El Centro!?

traditionally served about 500 low-income youths and adults per year, using an open entry/open
exit schedule. The center operated a sequential program for JOBSTART’s 99 youths, two-
thirds of whom were black and one-fifth of whom were Hispanic. The education classes --
developed especially for the demonstration -- enrolled only JOBSTART youths and emphasized
small group instruction and use of audiovisual materials. Participants attended education classes
for 3 to 4 hours a day and spent anotrer 2 to 3 hours in life skills training. Support services
were expanded for the demonstration: only JOBSTART participants were p:ovided with needs-
based payments, intensive counseling, monthly field trips, and mentors from local businesses.
Bus passes, emergency payments, and referrals for childcare were also available.

Students continued to work on basic skills for 2 hours a week while enrolled in training,
using materials tailorsd to their specific training area. El Centro offered training in air
conditioning and refrigeration, auto-body repair and auto mechanics, cable TV installation, home
health care, painting and wallcovering, and a variety of clerical aceas, for 6 hours a day.

4. Emily Griffith O-~~rtunity School (EGOS), Denver, Colorado. Part of the
Denver Public School System, . .S, like Connelley, is a large vocational sciicol more
accustomed tc serving adults than youths. Founded in 1916, it has 15,000 students a year in
some thirty occupational training courses and several hundred other courses, many of them
avocational.

The main adaptations made for JOBSTART were in the counseling services and the
education component. Two counselors -vere assigned to the 113 JOBSTART participants and
also had responsibility for recruitment ard job placement. The school did not provide needs-
based payments, but assisiance with trznsportation and childcare was available. .

JOBSTART participants were mainstreamed with adults in training, but were e‘ther in
education classes by themseives or with other youths. Computer-assisted instruction and new
curriculum series were introduced at EGOS about the time the demonstration begen. Group
discussions on nonacademic topics were incorporated into the education classes once a week.

“*Renamed the Edmund J. Kahn Jo., Training Center in September 1988,
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E5OS’s standard sc..edule was 6 hours a day of vocationa training, but JOBSTART
participants normally attended 4 hours a day to allow time for the =ducation classes. EGOS
operated on a semester schedule, but students could start at any tiine. JOBSTART students
could take education courses during the summer, but no occupational training coures were in
session then.

B.  Community-Based Grganizatior.s

1. Allentown Youth Services Consortium, Buffalo, New York. Allentown is the

largest and most diversified of the community-based education agencies that operated
JOBSTART, and the major provider of youth services in the local JTPA system. In addition
to basic education and life skills training, Allentown offers vocational assessment, employability
development, and placement services. It traditionally enrolled about 400 youths a year, almost
one-half of them dropouts. The 71 JOBSTART participants attendr e same education and
life skills classes and received the same support services (needs-ba.  yayments and childcare
assistance) as other youths; more counseling was available for JOBSTAKT, however. Education
classes using Comprehensive Competency Prog-am (CCP) materials (a computer-assisted
program of basic skills instruction) were scheduled for 3 hours in the morning or afternoon,; life
skills activities made up the remaining 3 hours. Allentown subcontracted with local proprietary
schools for the JOBSTART vocational training. During training Allentown continued to fund
participants’ needs-based payments, scheduled regular meetings with the trainees, and required
the training providers to submit written progress reports. Placement assistance was available
through the training provider or Allentown’s placement unit.

2. Basic Skills Academy (BSA), New York, New York. BSA operated an

alternative education program which traditionally served approximately 400 economically
disadvantaged young dropouts a year. Small capacity (60 students at a time), intimate size, and
an open, comfortable atmosphere created a "family" feeling integral tc BSA’s instructional
philosophy. The: 51 JOBSTART participants worked on basic education using CCP materials
for 3 hours every morning, four days a week, and life skills materials in the afternoon. In
addition to teaching basic skills, the staff focused on building self-esteem and personal
responsibility. Participants were referred to JTPA-funded agencies throughout th«: city for
occupational training. During the education phase, BSA provided counseling, transportation
and childcare assistance, and, at times, needs-based payments or incentive paymernts. Thereafter,
the training organizations were responsible for support services and placement assistance.

BSA operated JOBSTART as a pilot program during the winter of 1985-86. Before
entering the demonstration ir. October 1986, BSA relocated and changed its funding base from
JTPA funds to money provided through the Mayor’s Office of Youth Programs.

3. Capitol Region Education Council (CREC), Hartford, Con- cticut. CREC was

established in 1981 to provide alternative education programs for yourg high school dropouts.
Its Work and Learn Center traditionally served about 400 youths a year, and added adults
during the demonstration.

CREC’s learning center underwent major program funding and staffing changes during
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the demonstration period. Most of the 48 JOBSTART participants were ercolled in the 3-
hour afternoon education class, along with other youths and adults (there were morning and
evening classes as well). Basic skills instruction v*sd CCP, which was installed at the start of
the demonstration. CREC was the only sequential site that did not schedule intensive work in
life skills training, although it added more of such activities over the course of the
demonstration. Support services were limited to counselin-, bus passes, and assistance with
childcare. Paid work experience or internships were available after the education phase.
Participants wer= referred to local community colleges and JTPA-funded organizations for
occupational skills training. The training picvicers werc responsible for cupport services and
placement assistance during the training phase of the program, althov~a CREC counselors
were available to work with JOBSTART youths.

4. Center for Employment Training (CET), San Jose, California. CET was foundad
in 1967 to provide vocational training to farmworkers and other disadvantaged groups; CET/San
Jose is the headquarters for a network nf CET affiliates in six western states. CET us' a
"holistic” approach that seeks to develop z7 individual’s full potential and emphasizes the need
for positive reir.">rcement to build self-esteem. CET has no entrance requircwents and does
no screening of participants. Vocational instructors are expected to serv= as counselors and role
models as well as subject-matter teachers.

The CET training model integrates basic skills into the vocational training curriculum
“although GED and ESL classes are offered). The ten or so training areas include clerical
work, building maintenance, electronics assembly and repair, and industrial trades, such as
machine tool operator and sheet metal worker. The site operates on an open entry/open exit
basis, and classes are scheduled for 6.5 hours a dcy. Youths and adults are typically served
together in classes.

No program changes were made for JOBSTART participants except for enrolling them
in a youths-only GED class concurrently with their occupational training. CET did not provide
needs-based payments but supplied free groceries once a week, help with transportation costs,
and on-site daycare.

Prior to the demonstration, CET served over 700 enrollees, approximately nne-third of
them youths. The majority were Hispanic, s were the majority of the 62 JOBSTART
participants. During the demonstration, the organization adjusted to significant changes in its
traditional funding and staffing patterns.

5. Chicago Commons Association’s Industrial and Business Training Programs.
hicago, Tllinois. Chicago Commons is the training arm of a ninety-year-old or=anization that
begar as a settlement house and serves residents of low-income neighborhoods in Chicago. It
offered rigorous training in word-processing and various industrial trades including screw
machine operation, plastic mold setting, industrial inspection, and packaging machine repair.
The site typically served adults, most of whom already had high school diplomas or GEDs, and
it screened applicants carefullv. As at CET, basic skills instruction was incorporated as needed
into the training curriculum. Prior to JOBSTART, the site did not offer GED-preparation
classes. Courses operated on fixed cycles of 22 to 42 weeks, with 6 to 7 hours of training a day
the norm.
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The 42 JOBSTART participants, most of them black, were typically older and had higher
average reading scores than the participants at other sites. Chicago Commons made a n-vbrr
of changes for JOBSTART (adding 4 counselor/coordinator and classes in basic education) . it
expected the youths to perform at the same level as the adults. Like the other enrollees, taey
we.¢ provided with needs-bascd payments. Placement efforts tocused on training-related jobs.

6. _ R/Jobs for Progress. Corpus Christi, Texas. SER/Jobs for Progress, Inc. is a
national commu... y-based organizatinn, with local affiliates, which places a special emphasis on

se.ving Hispanic . aericans. SER/Corpus Christi is one of 110 autonomous training centers
affiliated with the national SER (Service, Employment, Redevelopment) organization. The
JOBSTART program operated at SER/Corpus Christi was unique among the schools and CBOs
in the demonstration because this crganization developed an entirely new program consistent
with the JOBSTART program model. The site operated JOBSTART in a series of 22- to 23-
week fixed cycles. The 146 JOBSTART participants, most of them Hispa~ic, made up the
entire enrollment at the site in their cycles.

The site’s small size -- only 120 individuals were served annually -- contributed to its
supportive atmosphere. Participants received considerable attentiop from teachers and other
staff, who closely monitored their progress. In addition to ne. bused payments and financial
rewards for academic performance, participants werc piovided with individual and group
counseling, special workshops and lectures, and on-site daycare.

The 6-hour class day was split betwezn basic education and training until the last weeks
of the cycle, when participants were in training ciasses full-time. The basic education class --
new for JOBSTART -- devoted over an hour a day to computer-assisted instruction. Training
options were limited to auto-body repair, auto mechanics, clerical work in accounting, and
secretarial skills; in the second year only the clerical and auto-mechanic training were available.
Placement services were provided by the local office of the Texas Employment Commission.

C. Job Cony Centers

The Job Corps is a federal education and training program for disadvantaged youths,
which aims "to break permanently the cycle of poverty by improving life-time earning prospects”
of participants. It was established by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, is funded under
Title IVB of JTPA, and during the operation of JOBSTART received about $600 million to
$650 millicn a year. The Job Corps has the capacity to serve-approximately 40,500 youths
between the ages of sixteen and twenty-one who are economically disadvantaged, as defined by
JTPA.

Centrally administered by the U.S. Department of Labor, the program consists of
individual centers operated by businesses, nonprofit organizations, or local government agencies,
under contract to the Department of Labor, or by federal departments, under executive
agreement with the Department of Labor. The Job Corps is primarily a residential program,
but approximately 10 percent of corpsmembers live on their own or with their families. The full
array of educational, occupational, and support services are available to residents and nonresi-
dents alike. JOBSTART youths were part of the nonresidential component.
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There is some variation from center to center, particularly in occupational ski'ls tiaining,
but many aspects of the Job Corps are standardized by the Department of Labor. The Job
Corps is desigred <o provide a comprehen-ive program of services to corpsmembers, including
education, occupational skills training, avacational studies (su.h as employability development,
health, cultural awareness, physical fitnesz, and arts and crafts). Educational studies are open
entty/open exit and self-paced. All centers also provide a full array of support services,
including personal and group counseling, medical and dental services, meals, and assistance with
transportation, childcare, and job placement. Corpsniembers are subject to a highly structured
disciplinary system, which is designed to maintain order and attendance standards, and they
participate in an incentive system, which provides graduated cash payments to encourage
attendance, retention, and achievement in the classroom.

JOBSTART youths received education, training, and support services that were no
different from those offered to other corpsmembers, and they participated fully in the Job
Corps disciplinary and incentive systems.

1. Atlanta Job Corps Center, Ailantz. Georgia. The Atlanta Jub Corps is housed

in a former apartment building on the outskirts of the city. The Management and Training
Corporation -- a for-profit organization -- operates the center under contract to the Department
ui Labor. It kas the caracity to serve 340 residents, drawn from all over the southeastern
United States, and 190 male and female nonresidents who live in the Atlanta area. Almost all
the corpsmembess are black. Thirty nonresident youths participated in JOBSTART.

For the JOBSTART Demonstration, the center doubled its enrollment of nonresident
males, added a second full-time recruiter to intensify the outreach effort, and hired an
additional counselor to serve JC 3TART youths. There was frequent turnover in the counselor
position, leaving it vacant for significant periods of time.

As at other Job Corps sites, JOBSTART youths received the same educational services,
occupational skills training, and support services as all other corpsmembers. Education and
training were organized concurrently. The center offered a number of occupational skills
training courses on-site, including clerica! training, culinary arts, child development, health
occupations, and building maintenance. Corpsmembers were also eligible to train off-site for
such occupations as licensed practical nurse, medical office assistant, welder, and auto mechanic.

2. Los Angeles Job Corps Center, Los Angeles, California. ‘the Los Angeles Job
Corps, operated by the YWCA of Los Angeles, is the fifth largest Job Corps Center in the
nation, and one of the oldest. The central facility is located in downtown Los Angeles aud the
center has three satellite facilities. Overall, the Los Angeles Job Corps can serve approximately
750 youths, about one-half of them in the nonresider .al component. The membership is
largely black, Hispanic, and Asian, but the center serves a number of white youths as well.
There were 119 nonresidential youths who participated in the JOBSTART Demonstration.

Corpsmembt s in Los Angeles complete their basic educational training before moving
into occupational sills iraining. A particularly wide array of skills training courses is available
through the center, affiliated training institutions, and union-sponsored pre-apprenticeship
programs. Corpsmembers can train for jobs in health occupations, automotive repair, construc-
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tion, e.ctrical appliance repair, clerical work, childcare, building maintenance, culinary arts, and
industrial production.

3. Phoenix Job Corps Center, Phoenix, Arizona. The Phoenix Yob Corps it located
in South Phoenix and cnerated by the Teledyne Economic Devclopment Corporation, a for-
profit organization. The center is distinctly multicultural. Immigrant Asian and Native
American youths are represc 1ted, along with a majority of Hispanic youths and a significant
number of blacks and whites. Enrollment was about 400, equally divided between the
residential and nonresidential components. Sixty-six nonresidential youths, mostly from the
Hispanic, white, and black communities, participated in JOBSTART at the Phoenix Job Corps.

Apart from adding two full-time recruiters, the center made no changes for the
JOBSTART oemonstration. Education and skills training classes were held concuirently. The
center offered occupational skills training in business and clerical work, retail sales, electronic
assembly, Lealth occupations, building maintenance, and stock room assistance. In addition,
local unions provided pre-apprenticeship training programs in such trades as masonry, carpentry,
painting, and plastering.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN, RECRUITMENT, AND SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter describes the research design of the JOBSTART Demonstration and the
Characteristics of the study’s samples. It begins with an overview of the intake procedures for
applicants and then discusses the challenge of recruiting young dropouts for a program like
JOBSTART. Next is a descriptior. °f the four samples of applicants that underlie the analysis:
the full research sample, participant cample, survey sample, and surveyed participant sample.
Finally, the characteristics of the participant sample - the basis of Chapters 4 through 8 -- are
presented. Technical discussions of the data analysis are provided in Appendix B.

I Overview of the Research Design

Although education and training services for young schoo! dropouts are limited, some
youths who entered JOBSTART would have gotten General Educational Development
certificates (GEDs) or high school diplomas, found jobs, increased their earnings, or gotten off
welfare even if they had not been in the piogram. As noted in Chapter 1, to isolate the impact
of JOBSTART from other factors that may produce such outcomes, MDRC randomly assigned
applicants to experimental and control groups. The two grc-ips were similar except that only
the experimental group could receive JOBSTART services. Comparison of the two groups’
experiences during the year after random assignment (the follow-up information available for
this report) provided a reliable estimate of the difference the program made during a period
when most experimentals spent much of the time in the program.

Figure 3 ° shows the steps in the intake and random assignment procedures. Youths
who expresse an interest in program s¢ - “res entered the program through a process that took
from one day to one month (ten days on average), depending on the site. Most of the steps
were part of the usual JTPA or Job Corps intake process; at most sites only the reading test
and random assignment were added for the JOBSTART Demonstration. !

The order of steps varied from site to site, as did the division of responsibility between
the program operator and the local service delivery area (SDA). The process included:

e Client recruitment: JOBSTART was voluntary, so the program operator
and, in some cases, the SDA actively recruited youths to apply, using a
variety of techniques to meet their enrollment goals.

IStarting in program year 1988 (July 1988), SDAs were required to have a reading test as
part of intake. This new JTPA requirement was not in force during intake for JOBSTART.
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Figure 3.1
The JOBSTART Program Design
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Informational interview: In a brief interview, JOBSTART staff explained
to potential applicants the program’s services and obligations and, often,
the random assignment procedures. Some sites also regularly inc'uded a
tour of their facilities to help recruits understand program services,
opportunities, and <emands.

Assessmeni: Program staff made an assessment of whethwr applicants met
the age (seventeen to twenty-one), educational status (school dropout), and
income requirements for JOBSTART. They also ascertained the youths’
support service needs and appropriateness for the program, screening out
those with problems the program was not equipped to handle. The
assessment process was relatively extensive at the Job Corps sites, which
had the broadest array of support services. Job Corps staff assessed
recruiis for emotional problems, drug and alcohol abuse, trouble with the
law, unstable living situations, health problems, and motivation. Other sites
screened mostly to identify youths who were likely to prove dangerous or
disruptive, such as those with evident drug or alcohol problems.

Reading test: Most program operaters tested the reading level of recruits
early in the intake process to determine that applicanis read below the
eighth grade level, as required by JOBSTART eligibility criteria. (Four
sites, including the three Job Corps Centers, delayed testing uutil later in
the program, limiting their testing to participants.) As noted earlier, sites
were permitted to enroll up to 20 percent of their recruits with higher
reading scores to help meet enrollment goals. Some sites set a lower limit
-- a fourth, fifth, or sixth grade level. These program operators felt tha
tue youths would need to read at least at these levels in order to benefit
from the education and training services that were available locally.

JTPA/Job Corps certification: Recruits had to prove that they fulfilled
eligibility criteria for JTPA-funded services. At the Job Corps sites,
recruits also had to meet Job Corps eligibility criteria. At all the sites,
certification of eligibility required proof of residency, age, and economic
disadvantage. SDAs at most sites required applicants tc provide supporting
documentation of all aspects of JTPA eligibility for approval of enrollment
into JOBSTART. Local regulations and practices affecting the certification
process strongly influenced the speed and ease of certification. JTPA
certification procedures were cited by program operators at six sites as a
major bottleneck in the in*ake and enrollment process.

Informed ccnsent form, enrollment form, and random assignment: After
staff described the randcm assignment process, the applicant signed an

informed consent form, agreeing to accept the results of random
assignment and to cooperate in follow-up survey interviews. Program or
SDA staff then filled out the enrollment form, using information provided
by the applicant. Staff then telephoned MDRC, where random assignment
was made. Youths entering the experimental group were told to report
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to classes or, at some sites, to an orientation session. Program staff
contacted experimentals who did not appear for program activities,
encouraging them to participate and assisting them with needed support
services. Applicants assigned to the control group were reminded that
they were part of the research project and would be contacted later. They
were also told that they could seek services elsewhere on their own.

A total of 2,312 people were randomly assigned: 1,163 to the experimental group and
1,149 to the control group. Sites conducted random assignment over varying periods of time,
as shown in Table 3.1. Open entry/open exit sites continuously recruited applicants to maintain
enroliment levels, while sites operating fixed cycle programs -- such as Connelley in Pittsburgh,
Chicago Commons, and SER/Corpus Christi - intensified recruitment efforts before the start
of classes.

Random assignment proceeded smoothly and resulted in experimental :nd control groups
with nearly identical demographic characteristics. (Appendix B, Table B.1, preseats the
demographic characteristics of the experimental znd control groups.) The two groups together
made up the full research sample for the demonstration. Each consisted predominantly of
youths who satisfied the JOBSTART eligibility criteria. The only real exception was a slightly
larger than planned number of youths who read at the eighth grade level or above. This
happened because of the tes' 1g practices of some sites. Only minor differences between the
two groups were statistically significant: experimentals included a slightly higher percentage of
male parents living with their children (3 percent to 2 percent of controls), of persons receiving
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) in a case headed by somenne other than the
appticant (20 percent to 17 percent of controls), aad of persons receiving public assistance other
than AFDC (19 perce * to 23 percent of controls). As would be expected, the demographic
characteristics of those randomly assigned varied among tLe sites.

II.  Recruiting Youths 1 © “IBSTART

Recruitment was a continuing problem, and the total number of youths fell short 0~ the
demonstration’s original goal. This situation was not unique to JOBSTART. Throughout the
1970s and 1980s recruitment of young school drcpouts has been a major stumbling block for
education and training p~~grams. During the late 1970s service providers running programs
funded by the Youth En loyment and Demonstration Projects Act (YEDPA) found young
dropouts much more difficult to recruit than in-school youths? The Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA), which operated from 1974 to 1982, did enroll a
relatively high proportion of dropouts, but many participated in the public service employment
titles rather than in education and training. Under JTPA youth dropouts have accounted for
about 10 ¢ rcent of all earollees under Title I1A3

%See Betsey et al., 1985, p. 23.
3U.S. Department of Labor, various years.
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Teble 3.1

Distribution of the Research Sample by Site and Month of Random Assignment

1985 1986 1987
Site Aug Sep Oct Nov Deci Jen Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct HNov Dec| Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Total

Al lentown
(Buffalo) 4 7 4 7 9 5 6 8 20 29 S 8 4 7 1% 3 7 147

Atlanta
Job Corps 3 9 3 6 31 12 5 7 1 7 8 3 13 80

BSA (New
York City) 10 7 8] 20 9 6 4 2 7 29 6 22 16 5 151

CET/San Jose 18 8 19 23 9 20 2 17 10 g 13 4 5 12 4 200

Chicago
Commons 5 27 13 29 2 8 7 2 92

Connelley
(Pittsburgh) 134 1 47 26 1 219

CREC
(Hartford) 15 10 6 4 1 8 2 7 2 3 13 2 4 7 6 19 109

East
Los Angeles
Skills Center 7 3 13 5 19 13 8 8] 19 15 16 126

-ZV—

EGOS
(Denver) 26 36 7 20 33 15 5 2 25 4 13 13 1 16 1 237

El Centro
(Dallas) 3 6 10 21 12 4 16 18 18 10 12 28 15 13 14 200

Los Angeles
Job Corps 25 14 15 8 15| 17 6 11 7 25 33 55 31 22 13 297

Phoenix
Job Corps 8 1 16 17 8 7 1] 1 9 24 5 5 2 6 2 8 1 153

SER/Corpus
Christi 83 59 30| 28 og 2 300

Total 134 0 9 77 30| 28 8 22 70 72 49 69 130 150 93 64 94 233 167 125 75 82 48 123 72 126 59 18 2312

Cunulative
total 134 134 228 305 335| 363 371 393 463 535 584 653 783 933 1026 1090 11841417 1584 1709 1784 1866 1914 2037 2109 2235 2294 2312 2312

b 53:3 SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART Enrollment Forms. ;“

b~

NOTES: This table inctudes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and November 1987.
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Within the JOBSTART Demonstration recruitment posed special problems because one-
half of all applicants were assigned to the control group and therefore could not be served by
the agency. Some staff at JOBSTART sites reported that they had serious problems meeting
JTPA enrollment quotas. :

Successful recruitment of young dropouts requires (1) reaching out to potential applicants
and getting them interested in the program and (2) developing intake procedures that encourage
a large proportion of those expressing an interest to formally apply. In JOBSTART both were
difficult.

A. Developing Interest in the JOBSTART Program

Recruitment efforts were often frustrated by the same problems that originally motivated
she youths to leave school. Many eligible youths had Oy negative experiences in school. In
the follow-up survey young men most frequently cited dislike of school as their reason for
originally dropping out; suspension or expulsion was their second most com. 10n reason. Amo-g
young women dislike for school was second only to pregnancy as their reason for dropping out.
Many potentiz: recruits viewed employment and training agencies as ‘ust one more school and
would not enroll. '

JOBSTART staff suggested that the dominance of the drug trade ir many neighborhoods
undermined motivation: drug dealing presented a quick and ‘ucrative alternative to vocational
training. Also, the home situation of some potential recruits was so unsettled that they could
hardly deal with day-to-day problems, much less intensive program commitments. An Allentown
staff member explained that in his area -- Buffalo, New York -- many eligible youths were
recent migrants from the South, who had to desl with the disorientation a_3 daily stress of
living with relatives in a strange city.

Staff also aereed that a poor loca' labc market (such as Corpus Christi’s) made it eusier
to recrit’t, whi- > a strong one (such as Atlant.’s), in which jobs are easy to find, made it barder.

Some characteristics of the program operators themselves hampered recriitment. Several
agencies were primarily adult-oriented service providers and had to d~velop a good reputation
for youth services within the community and among referral agencies. Some program operators
limit=d recruitment to the start-up of class cycles or suspended recruitment in the summer, so
youths could not be cestain that classcs would be available when they wanied to begir.

Finally, the sponsor agencies’ recruitment efforts were adversely affected by the research
requirements of the demonstration. At several sites staff reported that 1eferral ageacies were
reluctant to send potential recruits to the program operator because they migit be randomly
assigned to the cortrol group and denied JOBSTART services.

1. Building on _the Goals of Potential Clients. Focus group interviews with
participants illuminated their motivations for enrolling. While these youths, having actually
enrolled, were not representative of (he entire population of poten..2l applicants, their
motivations wer~ instructive.
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These youths were successfully recruited because they wanted to get a good job and
believed that JOBSTART would help them get one. They appreciated the difference between
jobs they could get without education and training and those they might get atter completing
the program. One man explained his decision tc enroll in JOBSTART rather than to scek
immediate employment: "There’s really no need for me to try and look for a job because I
don’t want to be working in a hamburger stand all my life." In many cases parenthood was a
motivator. A Job Corps participant viewed the birth of his child as a turning print: "When
you have kids, it’s just something that clicks. . . . I know I'm going to make it for myself and
my child because I have to do it.”

Another motivator was the rejection of crime and violence as ways to make money. One
youth, comparing his possible future with that of his drug-dealing friends, said that over "the
next four or five years I'll be able to [get things I want] the legal way and they'll get into jail
or be dead or broke and poor.”

While such personal consiaerations often provided the "push,” the program itself exerted
tke "pull,” by offering services that youths viewed as necessary for getting a good job. A young
woman snmmed up the feelings of many when she said, "You need a GED today . . . If you
ain't got that, they're going to look at you like you're nobody.” Others focused on occupational
skills training; one youth explained that he came to JOBSTART looking for "experience, and
hopefully to get my contractor’s license.”

2. Recruitment Techniques. At most sites, recruitment was the program operator’s
responsibility.  Generally, because of JTPA Lmits on administrative expenses, sites did not
employ a fuil-time recruiter. l.ccruitment staff also had other administr> ve or counseling
duties.

All sites actively recruited clients rather than relying on walk-in inquiries or
word-of-mouth, andl all used a variety of methods. Program staff approacked potential recruits
through media anncuncements; mailings to dropouts and welfare recipients; and outreach visits
to schools, parks. and other youth gathering places. They distributed posters and flizrs
advertising program .2rvices and sought refenals of eligible youths from JTPA, community
organizations, scaools, 2nd social service agencics. Recruitment activities frequently took staff
beyond the boundaries of the office and the nine-to-five workday. Street recruitment was cited
as importaut at several sites. As a staff member of Allentown in Buffalo explained, direct
contact with tenagers on their own "turf” makes a strong impression upon them.

Recruitment through public school referrais or ouireach was productive in school-based
JOBSTART programs. Program staff obtained lists of dropouts from the public schools or
incividual referrals from school counselors. They then contacted these youths by phone or
mail to tell them atou the program. Staff in three of the four school-based prcgrams --

“The exceptions to this arrangement were Connelley in Pittsburgh, for which the local
SDA carried out recruitment, and SER/Corpus Christi, in which recritment was jointly
undertaken by the program operator and the local SDA.

44-




Connelley in Pittsburgh, EGOS in Denver, and the East Los Angeles Skills Center -- fe't that
this was their most effective sirategy. One staff member noted that the recruits brought in
this way were accustomed to a school setting and structure, and therefore more likely to adjust
to JOBSTA ~  Another staff member maintained that school counselors cooperated because
they were « :n happy to find some place to serd their problem students. Most community-
based organizations (CBOs) and Job Corps sites did not rely on public school referrals, partly
because of difficulty gainir.; access to accurate lists of recent dropouts.

Newspaper, television, and radio advertising played a recruitment role at every site. Most
CBOs and Job Corps sites identified this as one of their most effective strategies. Staff said
that in some cases youths received information directly from the media, while in other cases
friends and relatives noticed the advertisements and brought them to the youths’ attention.

3. The Recruitment Message. In formulating their recruitment message, staff at
most sites stressed the in-program benefits of participation, such as particular training courses,
support services, and incentives. The staff of CREC in Hartford highlighted the educational
services, inch.1ing the availability of individualized, computer-assisted iearning, while the Los
Angeles Job Corps staff saw vocational training ccurses as their strongest selling point. Needs-
based payments, though small, were viewed by staff at a few sites as a particularly popular
program feature, probably because applicants had serious financial need.* For example, at El
Centro in Dallas recruitment staff reported that needs-based payments were their diggest selling
point. At the Atlanta Job Corns recruitment staff always highlighted training opportunities.
They also emphasized the availability of childcare to young women and stressed needs-based
payments to young men. Corpus Christi SDA .taff recruiting for SER similarly emphasized
vocational training opportunities and needs-based payments.

Two other sites stressed the desirable outcomes of program participation, an approach
often recommended by recruiting experts.® For example, Chicago Commons stressed the good
wages and advancement opportunities awaiting program completers. The East Los Angeles
Skills Center staff similarly stressed the important post-program benefits of having a skill,
independence, and money.

B. Drop-Off of Potential Applicants During Intake

In JOBSTART, as in other JTPA programs, there was an ongoing drop-off of youths
throughout the intake and enrollment process. Applicants were screened out because they did
not meet -- or could not show they met -- the eligibility criteria of JTPA, the progrim operator,
or the demonstration. Some youths dropped out of the process because they found work or
other training or did not have the perseverance or bureaucratic skills to complete the
paperwork. Some parents were unwilling or unable to cooperate with the documentation
requirements, particularly those that probed their financial status. Fecause the more difficult

5See Chapter 5 for a discussion of needs-based paymc.nts. In general, they were !2ss than
$8 per day.
*Kelly, 1987.
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and time-consuming steps (assessment and eligibility certification) wer. vart of the normal JTPA
intake process, the sites had little flexibility in streamlining the process to lessen applicant crop-
off and alle~ate recruiting problems.

Figure 3.2 illustrates the drop-off of recruits at SER/Corpus Christi as they moved through
the intake process to enroll; the figure uses data for program year 1985. The intake and
enrollment processes were not standardized across sites. However, the SER/Corpus Christ;
site’s general rate of attrition was consistent with that found at other sites, and the points at
which attrition occurred were similar among all sites.

At the top of the chart are youths who heard about JOBSTART or JTPA services and
contacted the SDA or service provider to learn more about them. Out of 1,200 youths who
contacted the SDA or program staff during program year 1985, 950 continued to the next step
of filling out applications at the SDA office for JTPA services. Of those who filled out
applications, 769 were certified as eligible for services. Many who were not certified haq failed
to present full documentation.

The next two steps at SER/Corpus Christi (certification of dropout status and testing for
appropriate reading level) were unique to the JOBSTART Demonstration. Many youths who
did ot meet these special requirements left the intake process at this point and were routed
to other JTPA programs. A total of 360 young dropouts tested within the approved reading
levels or were accepted under the limited exception for better readers; 200 of these completed
the enrollment forms and were randomly assigned. Overall, 21 percent of the original pool of
applicants for JTPA youth services became part of the research sample.

OI.  %.mples of Youths Used in thc Evaluation

All youths who were randemly assigned formed the full research sample of 2,312 people.
Three subsamples of youths are analyzed in this report, as shown in Table 3.2. The participant
seriple (all experimentals randomly assigned between August 1985 and September 1987 who
£ icipated in JOBSTART) is used in much of the implementation analysis in Chapters 4
the ugh 8. The survey sample (experimentals and control: who were randomly assigned
between August 1985 and March 1987 and who responded to the twelve-month follow-1p
survey) is the subject of the impact analysis in Chapter 9. The surveyed participant sample, a
subsample of those surveyed, provides information about participants™ reactions to JOBSTART,
discussed in Chapters 5 through 8.

A. The Participant Sample

This sample is used to analyze the characteristics of participants and patterns of
participation. To be included in this sample a youth had to participate in JOBSTART activities
for at Jeast one hour during the twelve months following rapdom assignment. This twelve-
Tonth follow-up period was chosen because nearly all participation was expected to occur within
a year of enrollment. The sample includes 89 percent (999 out of 1,123) of all experimentals
randomly assigned by September 1987, the cutoff date for the participation analysis in this
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Figure 3.2

JOBSTART Intake Flow for Youths at SER/Corpus Christi
in ®rogram Year 1985
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Table 3.2

Research Samples for tne Implementation and Impart Studies

Sample

Period During Which
Sample Was
Randomly Assigmd

Definition

Sample Size

Full research sample

Participant sample

Survey sample

Surveyed participant
sample

August 1985 -
November 1987

August 1985 -

September 1987°

August 198§ .
Mercn 1987

August 198§ -
March 1587

JOBSTART-eligible youths randomiy assigned
into the experimental and control groups.

All other samples are a subset of this group.

All JOiSTART experimentals with 12 months
of follow-up dats who participated in a
JOBSTART education, training, or other com-
ponent for at least one hour. This sample
includes 89.0% of the 1123 experimentals
randomly assigned during this period.

All JOBSTART experimentals and controls who
responded to the twelve-month survey. This
sample instudes 82.0% of the 1709 experimen-
tals and controls randomly assignea ducing
this period.

ALl JOBSTART axperimentals who participated
in a JOBSTART education, training, or other
component for at leas* one hour and who

responded to the twelve-month survey. This

sample includes 93.3% of the 714 experimentals

randomly assigned during this period.

1163 Experimentals
1149 Controls
2312 Total

999 Experimentals

714 Experimentals
687 Controls
1401 Total

666 Experimentals

SOURCE :
survey.

NOTES:

EORC calculations from the JOBSTART Enrollment Forms, Monthly Participation Reports, and the twelve-month

%The implemer.ation study in this report is based on experimentals for whom MDRC has twelve months of
fol low-up data from the time of random assignment.

byarch 1987 is the latest random assignment month for which fielding of the twelve-month survey is complete.
Those you*hs randomly assigned after March 1987 could not be included in analyses based on survey data.

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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report.”  Only 40 experimentals were randomly assigned in October and November 1987 (the
last months of random assignment), so the participant sample included the - -st majority of all
participants. However, sequential/brokered sites tended to start random assignment later in the
demonstration, and these last 40 experimentals included 16 at sequential/brokered sites. This
was a relatively small number compared to the 170 people at sequential/ brokered sites who are
included in the participant sample, but it does mean ihat participants at these sites were
somewhat underrepresented.

The proportion ot experimentals who were randomly assigned by September 1987 and
who participated was similar among the sites except that participation rates tended to be higher
in sites that (1) had short periods between random assignment wad program start-up, (2) made
extensive efforts to pursue youths who did not initially appear for the program, and (3)
operated under cost reimbursement contracts.® Those experimentals randomly assigred by
September 1987 who did not participate were similar to participants in most respects. A slightly
lower percentage of nonparticipants than participants had been employed in the twelve months
prior to random assignment (44 percent to 53 percent) and a slightly higher percentage had
been arrested since age sixteen (25 percent to 15 percent).

B. The Survey Sample

The twelve-month follow-up survey is the source of data on post-random: assignment
outcomes of the experimental and control groups. The survey sample consists of 1,401
experimentals and controls who were randomly assigned from August 1985 to March 1987 and
who responded to the twelve-month follow-up survey by the cutoff date for this report. The
respoase rate was 82 percent, with mability to locate the youths the most common reason for
nonresponse.” The survey sample is discussed in more detail in Chapter 9, which presents
program impact result, based on these data. The surveyed participant sample coasists of survey
responders who participated in JOBLTART at least one hour.

IV. Characteristics of JOBSTART Participants

The next five chapters rely heavily on the participanc sample.!® This final section of the
chapter describes the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of these participants as
well as differences in participant characteristics among the sites and among subgroups of the

"Youths randcmly assigned in September 1987 would have had twelve months of follow-
up in Septemter 1988, when data ccllection on participation for this report ended.

80ne possibls explanation is that sites with performance-based contracts were less likely
to pursue youths who did not show up initially because staff might view them as less motivated
and, therefore, ¢s likely to have favorable outcomes after the program. Cost reimbursement
contracts would ot creat. these incentives.

*Three-quarters of the nonrespondents could not be contacted or located, or had moved
more than fifty miles away, and their new phone number was not available. The next most
common reason for ncnresponse was the refusal of the person to be interviewed.

%A detailed demographic description of the survey sample is presented in Appendix B,
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youths. As will be discussed in Chapter 4, howes~r, these variations do not explain fully
differences in partic.pation among the thirteen site:.

A. Characteristics of the Participant Sample

The participant sampie was made up of 999 youths, whose characteristics are summarized
in Table 33. Nearly three-quarters of JOBSTART participants were teenagers. On average,
there was a two-year gap between dropping out ut school and beginning JOBSTART. Although
their average initial reading score was grade 6.9, about 26 percent read at the eighth grade level
or abov, more than the planned ceiling of 20 percent.!! Most participants were black (46
percent) or Hispanic (44 percent). At six sites more than two-thirds of the participants werr
black, while in four two-thirds or more were Hispanic. Most participants had never be:
married and were not parents. Many had no recent opportunity to learn marketable skills or
to gain work experience: only 17 percent had vocational training in the year prior to random
assignment, and °7 percent had not held a job during that time.

Fifty-eight percent of all participants were receiving government assistance -- including
cash, Medicaid, food stamps, or subsidized housing -- at random assignment. The proportion
was particularly high at three sites in large northemn cities: Chicago Commons, S5 percent;
Connelley in Pittsburgh, 91 percent; and Allentown in Buffalo, 86 nercent. Across all sites
about one-fifth of the participanis had AFDC cases in their own names at random assignment;
since only one-third were parents, a iarge proportion of these individuals must have been
receiving this assistance. .

B. Comr--ison of Participant Sample Subgroups

An im} t question in evaluating JOBSTART is whether participation and program
impacts variec .ng subgroups. Table 3.4 shows that men and women in the participant
samplc were similar in many characteristics, including age, ethnic background, educational
attainment, and initial reading levels. However, men were more lik:ly to have had recent work
experience and vocational training and to have been arrested since age sixteen, and less likely
to have been married, to be a parent, and to be receivinz public assistance.’> Some of these
differences between men and women may be explained by characteristics of women living with

UThis occurred for three reasons. Some sites, as mentioned earli¢ ., did not administer a
reading test before random assignment. Some that did test before random assignment used
the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) screener test, designed to determine which skill
level of the complete TABE to administer. 1t is less accurate than the full TABE, which was
administered to participants after random assignment. In some cases the full TABE gave
different scores. Finally, some sites used other tests of reading ability. Applicants who tested
as reading below the eighth grade level on these tests might test higher on the TABE.

2The characteristics listed in Table 3.4 are self-reported by the youths at the time of
random assignment. It is likely that these data underreported s:ch events as arrests and
convictions. Youths at this point in intake did not have a close relationship with program staff
and may have avoided mentioning events that they believed might lessen their chances for
admission into the program.
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Table 3.3

Selected Characteristics at Time of Random Assignment

‘ur Participants, by Site

East Los
Atlanta BSA CREC  Angeles Los SER/
Allentown Job (New York CET/ Chicago Connelley (Hart- Skills EGOS El Centro Angeles Phoenix Corpus

Characteristic (Buffalo) Corps City) Ssn Jose Commons (Pittsburgh) ford) Center (Denver) (Dallas) Job Corps Job Corps Cristi Total
Age in years (X)

17 31.0 20.0 25.5 32.3 16.7 9.2%** 375 39.6 33.6 37.4* 25.7 47.0***  26.7 29.0

18 25.4 33.3 29.4 27.4 16.7 20.2 29.2 22.6 19.5 22.2 .29.4 27.3 26.7 24.5

19 11.3* 26.7 17.6 17.7 23.8 33.0***  16.7 13.2 23.0 20.2 22.9 12.1 16.4 20.0

20 16.9 13.3 13.7 17.7 28.6** 24 .8%** 8.3 15.1 16.8 10.1 12.8 9.1 15.1 15.6

21 15.5 6.7 13.7 4.8 14.3 12.8 8.3 9.4 7.1 10.1 9.2 4.5 17.1%* 10.8
Average age (years) 18.6 18.5 18.6 18.4 19.9%%* 19 qenn 48 2# 18.3 18.4 18.3 18.5 18.0*** 18.7 18.5
sex (X)

Male 36.6" 50.0 60.8* 51.6 59.5 45.0 39.6 54.7 34.5%** 515 31.2** 3.9 64 .4%**  47.3

female 63.4* 50.0 39.2* 48.4 40.5 55.0 60 4 45.3 65.5%**  48.5 68.8*** 56.1 35.6%*  52.7

t

vy Ethnicity (X)

',_' white 146.1* 0.0 2.0 9.7 11.9 6.4 0.0* 1.9 7.1 7.1 2.8 19.Taen 9.6 7.5
Black 76.1%** 100.C*** 72.5%*w 4.8%**  B1.0%*** Q3 A%ww 542 1.9%%%  28.3%%% (8.7 (8.6 10.6*** 7.5%**  45.8
Hisparic Q. gunn 0.0%*** 25 5%~ 75.8%*» T.qnne 0.0*** (5.3 Q4. 3%%%  £2.8%%% 2% owan 3, O 66.T***  82.2%% (3.8
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q. Tane 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 1.8 1.0 13.8%%* 3.0 0.7 2.8

School grade at
dropout (X)
3-8 9.9 10.3 4.0 6.7 0. 0.9** 4.2 3.9 3.6 5.1 2.9 11.3 19.2%» 6.9
9 11.3* 3.4 24.0 16.7 11.9 26 .1 22.9 19.6 24.1 30,34 10.6** 27.4 22.6 20.5
10 28.2 48.3* 22.0 25.0 31.0 40.7* 45.8* 45.1* 33.0 32.3 28.8 19.4** 28.8 32.1
1 38.0 24 1 38.0 40.0 47.6** 26.9 5.0 27.5 27.7 24.2 48.1***  29.0 24. 7 n.7
12 12.7 1 12.0 1.7 9.5 7.4 2.1 3.9 11.6 8.1 9.6 12.9 4.8* 8.9
Average school grade
at dropout 10.3 10.2 10.3 10.3 10.5** 10.2 10.0 10.0 10.2 10.0 10.5***  10.0 Q.7e**  10.9
Average time between
dropout and ~andom
assignment (months) 23.9 27.2 19.3 21.8 27.9 29.0%** 19,0 18.2** 26.7 22.3 18.6*** 23.3 26.5** 23.6
Limited Englach (X) 1.4 0.0 0.0 25.8%%* 0.u 3.7 4.2 5.7 0.0+ 1.6 11.0%#* 0.0 0.0** 3.9
(continued)
C .
C €U
Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v



Table 3.3 (continued)

Atlanta
Allentown Job

8SA

(New York CET/

Chicago Cormelley

CREC

East Los
Angeles

(Hart- skills

EGOS

Los

El Centro Angeles

SER/
Phoenix Corpus

Characteristic (Buffalo) Corps City) San Jose Commons (Pittsburgh) ford) Center (Denver) (Dallas) Job Corps Job Corps Cristi Total
Reading grede tevel?
1-4 0.0 35.7 3.9 10.3 2.4 7.5 16.7 5.7 1.8 5.4 22.2 20.0 5.8 8.1
5 12.5 25.0 27.5 10.3 7.1 26.5 29.2 35.8 18.6 30.1 29.6 15.4 15.3 21.1
6 25.0 3.6 31.4 10.3 26.2 23.6 18.8 18.9 29.2 26.9 18.5 13.8 26.1 22.7
7 28.1 17.9 23.5 12.8 21.4 21.7 20.8 30.2 31.0 22.6 3.7 18.5 19.¢ 22.3
8 10.9 3.6 13.7 17.9 23.. 12.3 10.4 9.4 16.8 8.6 7.4 9.2 21.9 13.9
9-12 23.4 16.3 0.0 38.5 19.0 10.4 4.2 c.0 2.7 6.5 18.5 23.1 13.9 11.9
P.serage reading grade
tevel 7.6 5.9 6.6 8.0 7.6 6.7 6.5 6.3 6.9 6.6 6.3 6.8 7.3 6.9
Never married (X) 9.4 96.7 100.0** 88.7 95.2 97.2%* 93.8 96.2 89.4 87.8 96.3%* 84.8 71.7*** 89,9
Parenting status (X)
Not a perent 57.7 70.0 B6.3***  35.5*** 54.8 56.0%* 75.0 79.2* 58.4* 69.7 60.6 63.6 67.8 66.4
Female parent 31.0 23.3 11.8* 6.5*** 26.2 36.7* 20.8 17.0 36.3** 25.3 37.6*** 30.3 20.5* 26.6
Male parent 1.3 3.7 2.0 8.1 19.0** 7.3 4.2 3.8 5.3 5.1 1.8% 6.1 11.6** 7.0
Not living with
own child 69.0 76.7 86.3** 88. 7 64.3 64.2 81.3 84,9+ 61.1%* 74.7 61.5** 69.7 69.9 7.1
Female living with
own child 28.2 23.3 11.8* 6.5**% 26.2 35.8%* 18.8 15.1* 36.3*** 24,2 6. 228 20.5 25.8
Male living with
own child 2.8 0.0 2.0 4.8 9.5%* 0.0* 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.0 1.8 1.5 9.6%** 3.1
Benefits
received (X)
None 16.1%**  76.7T*** S51.0 53.2* 4. B 9.2*** 37.5 47.2 54.0%* 64 .6%** 31.2** S9.1%er S Leer 423
Own AFDC case 29.6** 3.3 13.7 4.8*** 28.6 30.30**  16.7 20.8 20.4 11.1* 36,74 6.1"* 8.2*** 18.6
Household AFDC case| 26.8 16.7 17.6 19.4% 21.4 41.3%*  14.7 1.3 9.7%** 1461 22.9 27.3 9.6*** 19.5
Other public
assistance 29.6** 3.3+ 17.6 22.6 45.2*** 193 29.2 20.8 15.9 0.1 Q.2%%% 7.6%* 28.8*** 19,5
Employed within 12
months prior to
random
assignment (X) 9.3 70.0* 27.5***  46.8 47.6 68.8%** 66,7 45.3 65.5*** 47.5 19.4%** 439 73.1*** 52,8
(continued)
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Table 3.3 (continued)

East los
Atianta 8SA CREC  Angeles Los SER/
Altentown Job {New York ZET/ Chicago Connelley  (Hart- Skills EGOS E! Centro Angeles Phoenix  Corpus
Characteristic (Buffalo) Corps City) San Jose Commons (Pittsburgh) ford) Center (Denver) (Dallas) Job Corps Job Corps Cristi Total
Received occupational
training within 12
months prior to
random
assignment (X) 18.3 40.0%* 17,6 3.2%** 119 32.1%** 14.6 13.2 8.8** 10.1* 9.2 4.5% 29.5***  16.6
Arrested since
age 16 (%) 15.5 10.0 9.8 21.0 11.9 12.8 20.8 17.6 15.9 12.1 9.2* 4.5 25.3%*+ 15,0
Convicted since
age 16 (%) 2.8 0.0 7.8 12.9%+ 0.0 1.8 4.2 17 O 2.7 6.1 L.6 1.5 8.2 £.4
Number of
participants 4] 30 51 62 42 109 48 53 113 99 109 66 146 N

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART Enrol lment Forms and TABE reading scores.

]
wn
"u" NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and Soptember 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least
one JOBSTART education, trsining, or other component within twelve months of random assignment.
for selected characteristics other than reading levels, samplc sizes may vary up to 21 semple points because of missing data.
Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
- A two-tailed t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between a site and the average for all the other sites for each characteristic.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = { percent.
°0nly the 866 experimentals who were administered the TABE at random assignment are included in this measure. Tests ~ statistical significance were
not exsmined for this measure.
bugther public assistance® indicates receipt of benefits by either the participant or another member of the participant's household.
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Table 3.4

Selected Characteristics at Time of Random Assigrment for
Participants, by Sex and Parental Status

Females
Living Not Living
with with All Males and
Characteristic Males Children Children females females
Age in years (X)
17 30.2 18.2 37.3 27.9 29.0
18 2,.3 20.9 28.4 24.7 24.5
19 18.6 22.1 20.5 21.3 20.0
20 15.6 22.9 8.6 15.6 2.6
21 11.2 15.9 5.2 10.5 10.8
Average age {years) 18.5 19.0 18.2 18.6 18.5
gthnicity (X)
white 7.0 5.4 10.4 8.0 7.5
Black 44.8 52.7 41.0 46.8 45.8
Hispanic 45.5 407 44.0 42.4 43.8
Other 2.7 1.2 4.5 2.9 2.8
School grade at
dropout (X)
3-8 6.4 7.9 6.9 7.4 6.9
9 19.1 24.0 19.5 21.7 20.5
10 3.3 28.0 32.1 30.0 32.1
1 32.2 31.5 30.9 31.2 31.7
12 7.9 8.7 10.7 9.7 8.9
Average school grade
at dropout 10.2 10.1 10.2 10.1 10.1
Average time betwcan
dropout and random
assignment (months) 21.4 32.9 18.2 25.6 23.6
Limited English (X) 3.4 1.9 6.7 4.4 3.9
Reading grade level (%)°
1-4 9.9 4.6 8.0 6.3 8.1
5 18.8 23.0 23.7 23.4 21.1
6 21.4 29.0 19.2 24.0 22.7
7 23.5 24.9 17.4 21.1 22.3
8 13.2 11.5 17.4 14.5 13.9
9-12 13.2 6.9 14.3 10.7 11.9
Average reading grade
tevel* 6.9 6.8 7.0 6.9 6.9
Never married (%) 93.0 79.0 94.8 87.0 89.9
(continued)
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Table 3.4 (continued)

Females
Living Not Living
with with All Males and
Characteristic Nale Children Children Female< Females
Parenting status (X)
Not @ parent 85.2 97.0 49.4 66.4
Female parent .- 100.0 3.0 50.6 26.6
Male parent 14.8 .- .- .- 7.0
Not Living with own
chitd 93.4 -- 100.0 51.0 71.1
Female living with own
child .- 100.0 .- 49.0 25.8
Male living with own
chitd 6.6 .- -- .- 3
Benefits received (X)
None 50.5 19.4 50.0 35.0 42.3
Own AFDC case 5.3 53.5 8.6 30.6 18.6
Household AFDC case 19.5 17.8 21.3 19.6 19.5
Other pblic
assistence 2.7 9.3 20.1 14.8 19.5
Employed within 12 months
prior to random
assignment (X) 62.6 37.4 50.6 44.1 52.8
Received occupational
training within 12 months
prior to random
assignment (%) 21.6 10.5 13.8 12.2 16.6
Arrested since age 16 (X) 26.4 3.1 6.3 4.8 15.0
Convicted since age
16 (X) 9.9 1.2 1.5 1.3 5.4
Number of participants 73 258 268 526 999

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART Enrollment fForms and TABE reading scores.

NOTES: This table includes data for all ycuths randomly assigned between August 1985 and September
1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART education, training, or other component
within twelve months of random assignment.

For selected characteristics other than reading levels, sample sizes may vary up to 44
sample points because of missing data.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

%only the 856 experimentals who were sdminist..ed the TASBE at random assignment are included
in this measure.

bugther public assistance” indicates receipt of wsr- fits by either the participant or another
member of the participant's household.




their children (also shown in Table 3.4), who tend to be more disadvantaged than other women;
most important, they are much more likely to be receiving public assistance and less likely to
have had recent work experience.

Table 3.5 compares teenage participants to those age twenty and twenty-one The older
group included a higher proportion of blacks and a lower proportion of Hispanics. This group
was more likely to have married, to be parents, and to be receiving public assistance, and their
years of schooling were slightly higher. They were also more likely to have been arrested and
convicted since age sixteen. There was no significant difference between older and younger
participants with regard to employment cr receipt of occupational training in the twelve months
prior to random assignment. However, the period between dropping cut of school and enrolling
was much longer for older participants, who averaged 40.6 months between school and
JOBSTART, compared to 17.6 months for younger participants.

C. Comparison of JOBSTART Participants to JTPA Enrollees and Job Corpsmembers

JOBSTART participants appear to have been more disadvantaged than the majority of
youths served nationwide by JTPA Title IIA programs. In the effort to serve those youths at
risk of chronic unemployment, JOBSTART worked exclusively with dropouts, a segment of the
youth population that makes up a relatively small part of JTPA participants. Even when the
comparison of participants is limited to young dropouts, it appears that JOBSTART reached
a more disadvantaged population than did most other JTPA-funded programs.!® Approximately
58 percent of JOBSTART participants were receiving some form of public assistance at the time
they entered the program, compared to 39 percent of young dropouts served by JTPA.
Moreover, the proportion of JOBSTART participants who received AFDC funds {38 percent)
was much higher than that of young dropouts in other JTPA programs (21 percent). This
higher rate of welfare receipt partly reflects the fact that a greater proportion of JOBSTART
participants were young women (53 percent), compared to the dropout group participating in
other JTPA programs (45 percent female). Also, minorities were much more heavily
represented in JOBSTART than in other JTPA-funded services for young dropouts. Hispanic
dropouts constituted 44 percent of JOBSTART participants, but only 14 percent of JTPA
dropouts, and JOBSTART served proportionally more black dropouts (46 percent) than did
other JTPA programs (34 percent).

The Job Corps serves youths who appear to have more barriers to employment than do
JOBSTART participants. Eighty percent of Job Corpsmembers nationwide were school
dropouts in program year 1986, when the JOBSTART Demonstration was in operation.!* Job
Corpsmembers tend to be younger than JOBSTART participants: 42 percent were age
seventeen or under in 1986 compared to 29 percent in JOBSTART. Sixty-one percent read at
the sixth grade level or below at entry into the Job Corps compared to 52 percent in

13y.S. Department of Labor, Division of Performance Management and Evaluation, 1988,
Table B-2.

14U .S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration Job Corps, 1987.
This publication reviews program operations during the period of the JOBSTART
Demonstration and presents characteristics of corpmember.
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Table 3.5

Selected Characteristics at Time of Random Assignment
for Participants, by Age Group

Below Age Age 20 and
Characteristic 20 Above Total
Age in years (X)
17 39.5 -- 29.0
18 33.3 -- 24.5
19 27.2 .- 20.0
20 .- 59.1 15.6
21 -- 40.9 10.8
Average age (years) 17.9 20.4 18.5
Sex (%)
Male 47.1 48.1 47.3
Female 52.9 51.9 52.7
Ethnicity (%)
white 8.0 6.1 7.5
Black 43.0 53.8 45.8
Hispanic 46.0 37.9 43.8
Other 3.0 2.3 2.8
School grade at dropout (X)
3-8 7.1 6.5 6.9
9 23.3 12.6 20.5
10 32.9 29.8 32.1
1 28.9 39.3 31.7
12 7.8 11.8 8.9
Average school grade at
dropout 10.1 10.4 10.1
Average time between drcpout
and random assignment (months) 17.6 40.6 23.6
Limited English (%) 3.0 4.2 3.9
Reading grade level (%)
1-4 8.4 7.3 8.1
S 20.9 21.8 21.1
6 22.0 24.8 22.7
7 22.2 22.6 22.3
8 14.7 11.5 13.9
Grade 9-12 11.9 12.0 11.9
Average reading grade level® 6.9 6.9 69
Never married (X) 93.4 79.9 89.9
Parenting Status (X)
Not & parent (X) T2.2 50.0 &6.4
female parent 22.6 36.9 26.6
Male parent 5.2 12.1 7.0
Not living with own child 76.3 56.4 71.1
female living with own child 21.5 37.9 25.8
Male living with own child 2.2 5.7 3.1
(continued)
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Table 3.5 (continued)

Below Age Age 20 and
Charscteristic 20 Above
Benefits received (X)
None 44.8 35.6
Own AFDC case 13.9 31.8 18.6
Houschold AFOC case 21.6 13.6 19.5
Other public assistance 19.7 18.9
Employed within 12 months prior
to random assigrment (%) S2.7 53.1 52.8
Received occupational training
within 12 months prior to
random assigrment (X) 16.9 5.9 16.6
Arrested since age 16 (X) 13.5 19.3 15.0
Convicted since age 16 (X) 4.2 8.7 5.4
Number of participants 735 264 999

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART Enrollment fForms and TABE reading
scores.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August
1985 end September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assigrment.

for selected characteristics other than reading levels, sample sizes may
vary up to 44 sample points owing to missing data.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

aOnly the 866 experimentals who were administered the TABE at random
assignment are included in this measure.

buother public assistance" indicates receipt of benefits by either the
participant or another member of the participant's household.




JOBSTART. ' In JOBSTART, JTPA performance standards and practices led some
JTPA-funded sites to exclude those with very low reading scores; the Job Corps sites in
JOBSTART included a higher proportion of youths with very low reading scores than did other
sites. On the other haid, a higher proportion of JOBSTART participants were receiving public
assistance and were members of minority groups than were Job Corpsmembers.

Because JOBSTART participants faced greater barriers to employment than did most
youths in JTPA, and were in many ways similar to the Job Corpsmembers, operating

JOBSTART posed mauy challenges. The following four chapters analyze how the sites
addressed them.
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CHAPTER 4

OVERVIEW OF PARTICIPATICN IN JOBSTART

The JOBSTART program model requires that sites offer relatively long-term classes in
basic education and occupational skills training and that youths take advantage of these
opportunities. Retention of young, economirally disadvantaged dropouts, or even high school
graduates, in education and training progra-as has been a common problem.! As a resuit, an
important question: in the evaluation i whether youths active in JOBSTART do actually
participate in lengthy, intensive service..

This chapter addresses the ‘opic two ways. First, it summarizes participation patterns of
youths who were active in th: JOBSTART Demonstration and compares that experience to
other programs for young school dropouts. The analysis shows that JOBSTART participation
was, in general, longe: and more substantial than that of most other JTPA-funded activities
for young dropor.s and was roughly comparable to that of intensive programs such as the
nonresidenti=} sjob Corps and the National Sugported Work Demonstration.

Second, the chapter then analyzes the extent to which participation varied among different
groups of youths and types of sites. This analysis finds that participation hours were similar for
many groups: males and females, various ethnic groups, older and younger participants, youths
with relatively higher and lower reading skills, and recipients and nonrecipients of public
assistance. Participation hours tended to be higher in labor markets with poorer employment
opportunities. Finally, average total participation hours were higher at sites that operated
concurrent programs or sequential programs with all services provided in-house than in those
that referred participants to another agency for training. Average education hours were highest
at sequential sites, while average training hours were highest at current sites.

I.  Intensity of JOBSTART Participation

Participation was measured by participation rates in each activity, hours of participation
in each activity, and overall length of participation. Table 4.1 shows these summary measures
for the participant sample for whom twelve months of follow-up was available:

e Participation rates: Nearly all (9 percent) of those who were active
in JOBSTART attended basic skills education classes, while 75

ys. Department of Education, 1988; Public/Private Ventures, 1988; Kelly, 1987.
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Table 4.1

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and Length of Stay,
for Participants

Activity Measure Participants

Percent participating in

tducation 96.0
Training 76.8
Education and training 71.5
Otner activities 425

Average hours in

Educatior. 131.9
Training 237.8
Education and training 369.8
Other activities 319.0
All activities 408.9

Percent: je distribution of hours
in education and training

Less than or equal to 200 29.7
201 to 500 27.0
501 to 700 17.8
701 or more 15.4
Total 100.0
Percentage distribution of
hours in all activities
Less than or equal to 200 33.9
201 to 500 30.4
501 to 700 16.7
701 or more 18.9
Total 100.0
Length of stay (months)
Average 6.65
Median 6.00
Percent still participating in month
3 86.0
6 58.1
9 32.1
12 16.4
Nuwber of participants 999

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports.

NOTES:  This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between
August 1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least
one JOBSTART education, training, or other component within twelve months of
random assigrment. All estimates are for s twelve-month period folicasing ramdom
assigrment and apply to the entire participant sample including those with zero
hours in an individual component. Since some participants remained in JOBSTART
longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate actual participation.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
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percent participated in training, and 43 percent participated in other
activities, that were optional for sites.?

e Participation hours: Average hours were 132 in education, 238 in
training, and 39 in other activities, for a total of 409 hours.
Participants were about equally divided into those who spent fewer
than 201 hours in all JOBSTART activities, those who spent 201 to
500 hours, and those who spent more than 500 hours.

e Length of participation: The average length of participation was 6.7
months, with the median length slightly less, 6.0 months; 86 percent
of participants were active for 3 months or more, while 58 percent
stayed in the program for 6 months or more. This was measured
from the time of random assignment through the last month that
included any hours of participation.3

About 16 percent of the participant sample were still active in the program in the twelfth
month after random assigniaent. In the calculations presented in this report, the hours and
length of participation for this group were measured as of the end of this twelve-month
follow-up period, even though scme will have participated more in later months. Therefore, all
averages and distributions underestimate the final participation of the full participant sample.*

These findings show that JOBSTART :ucceeded in engaging a significant proportion of
the youths in the program and 1ts activities, but that for about one-third of them participation
was much below desired levels.

For context, JOBSTART participation may be compared to that reported for other
programs for young, disadvantaged scliool dropouts. Length of participation is a simple measure
that permits comparisons with three types of youth programs: JTPA Title ILA programs for

The analysis in this and the next four chapters concerns the experiences of youths who
were active in JOBSTART for at least one hour. Because of this, 100 percent of youths in this
analysis participated in some JOBSTART activity.

3The period of participation could include months of inactivity if a person stopped attending
classes and then returned to the program within the twelve-month follow-up period. However,
this does not appear to have been a serious problem: 87 percent of participants did not have
any months of inactivity within the period they were counted as active, and among the 13
percent with inactivity, the average period of inactivity was about two months. Youths who
attended JOBSTART were counted as participating for the entire month in which they were
randomly assigned and all months in which they showed any JOBSTART hours. The measure
might have overestimated the length of participation somewhat when a youth as randomly
assigned late in a month or ended participation early in a month.

“Thi~ means that the length of participation for those still active in the twelfth month was
counted as twelve months and their hours were measured as of the end of this follow-up period.
The final report will present complete participation data for the sample.
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young dropouts, the Job Corps, and the National Supported Work Demonstration.®> JTPA
typically provides relatively short-term activities, while the Job Corps and the National
Supported Work Demonstration are among the most intensive employment and training
programs for disadvantaged youths. In these comparisons, either the average or median length
of participation is used, depending on the availability of data.

Overall, JOBSTART participants stayed in the program considerably longer than did young
dropouts in JTPA Title IIA activities, as shown in Table 4.2, even though JOBSTARTs length
of stay was probably underestimated. During program year 1986, when the demonstration was
in operation, the median length of participation for all young dropouts in JTPA Title IIA
programs was 3.4 months compared to 6.0 months for JOBSTART.® JOBSTART’s median
length of participation exceeded that for youth dropouts in all JTPA components except one.
The exception was a program combining basic education and occupational skills training, a mix
similar to JOBSTART’s, which had a median length of 7 months but was offered to only 5
percent of all young dropouts in JTPA. For JOBSTART participants active in both education
and skills training, the median length of stay in the program was also 7 months. These data
support the conclusion that JOBSTART achieved its goal of operating a program more
intensive than that typically offered in JTPA for young dropouts.

JOBSTART's average length of participation was similar to those of the Job Corps and
the National Supported Work Demonstration. During program year 1986, the average stay in
the Job Corps was 6.9 months compared to JOBSTART’s average of 6.7 months.” The
National Supported Work Demonstration was an experimental program of paid work experience
under conditions of gradually increasing respoasibility on the job, close supervision, and work
in association with a crew of peers. It operated from 1975 to 1979 and included young school
dropouts, many with a criminal record, as one of its target groups. While precise comparisons
are impossible, the length of participation in the two programs appears to be similar.®
Measured twelve months after enrollment, the average length of participation in Supported
Work (as it is generally called) was 6.7 months and the median was approximately 6 months
(both the same as JOBSTART), but 25 percent of Supported Work participants were still active
in the program, as opposed to 16 percent for JOBSTART.

The experience of the contro: group in the JOBSTART Demonstration provides another
benchmark against which to compare participation in the program. As discussed in detail in
Chapter 9, only about 29 percent of the controls in the survey sample participated in any
education or training activities in the twelve months following random assignment. These
activities terded to be either basic education, occupational skills training, or job search
assistance (but rarely all three in combination), and they were provided by community colleges,

SFor information on the Job Corps, see Richardson and Burghardt, 1985; U.S. Department
of Labor, 1986. On the Supported Work Program, see Maynard, 1980.

The average length of participation in JTPA is not available from published sources.

"The median for the Job Corps is not available.

8The JOBSTART measure of length of participation included some periods of inactivity in
the midst of participation, while the Supported Work measure factored these out. As discussed
above, however, this problem does not appear to have been serious in the JOBSTART data.
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Table 4.2

Participation and Length of Stay for Youth Dropouts
in JIPA Title 11A, by Activity

Percentage Median Length of
Distribution of Participation
Activity Youths in JTPA (Months)
Classroom sctivities
Basic education 22.8 3.1
Occupational skills training 15.6 3.98
Combined basic education and
occupational skills training® 4.6 6.97
Total 42.9 3.97
On-the-job training 12.2 3.14
Job search assistance 15.3 0.81
Work experience 7.8 3.67
Other services 21.8 3.59
Any activity £00.0 3.40

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, 1988.

NOTES: This table includes data for youth dropouts served under JTPA
Title 11A during program year 1986.

8,1PA data (as recorded by the U.S. Department of Labor, 1988)
combined basic education and occupational skills training under the label CT-
Other.
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community-based organizations, and proprietary training institutes. Length c. participation in
these programs for controls is not available, but the average number of hours of education and
training for all controls (that is, inciudin~ nonrparticipants) was 116 hours, almos. 350 hours
fewer than the average for all experime..t2%.® The small and - given the limited services
participate in alternative programs avcraged 395 hours of activities, 91 hours fewer than the
average for JOBSTART e:perimentals in the survcy sample who participated in some type of
education or training.

In summary, while only crude comparisons can be made, it appears that JOBSTART
achieved its goal of providing yocng school dropouts more intensive education and training
than are usual within the JTPA system. The data also suggest that JOBSTART offered an
intensity of activity closc to that of the Job Corps and Supported Work, which operated through
special agencies with the sole mission of providing services to very disadvantaged individuals.

II. Moving Behind the Aggregate Participation Measures

Aggregate measures, however, tell only part of the story. Table 4.1 makes clear that
JOBSTART was not the same experience for all youths; about one-third participated for 200
or fewer total hours, while one-third exceeded 500 total hours. For the latter group, average
hours in education and average hours in training each exceeded the required offerings under
the demonstrationr (200 hours of education and 500 hours of training). Clear differences in
average participation also existed among the sites, as discussed later in this chapter. Under-
standing the souices of these variations in participation is the first step in developing ways to
improve the design and implementation of the program.

The following analysis begins with subgroups of JOBSTART participants. It shows that
while there were differences among subgroups, they did not seem to account for all the
variation in participation. This implies that factors such as unmeasured differences among
youths, local employment opportunities, and program characteristics associated with particular
sites may also have affected participation.

The key finding on program characteristics is that youths at sites operating sequential/
brokered programs tended to have lower rates of participation in occupational skills training,
although they tended to receive more intensive instruction in basic skills.

*This information was collected from the twelve-month follow-up survey and was for the
survey sample rather than the participant sample. The survey was the only source of
non-JOBSTART services for experimentais and of all services for controls. The survey asked
about types of non-JOBSTART education and training received, estimated average hours per
weelt, and start and end dates. For controls, there was no measure of length of participation
simslar to that used for JOBSTART or the other programs discussed above because controls
could participate in several programs, with periods of work or inactivity interspersed between
episodes of education or training. Average hours of education and training for experimentals
in the survey sample may include participation in programs other than JOBSTART.
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III. Differences in Participation Among Subgroups

Although JOBSTART participants all satisfied the program’s eligibility requirements, they
varied in gender, age, marital and parental status, criminal records, and educational attainment,
ac.ong other characteristics. Research and operational experience suggest that these types of
factors can influeuce participation in programs.!* For examiple, an evaluation of the Job Corps
program in the mid-1980s found that teena’ ‘s were more likely to leave the program before
ninety days of paiticipation than were older vnrcllees, 2ad that whites were more likely to leave
early than were blacks.!! Importantly for JOBSTART, the report also found that high school
dropouts were moie likely to leave before ninety das than were those with a high school
diploma, and that nonresidential enrollees (as compures! to residential enrollecs) were less likely
to leave before this catoff.!?

Among JOBSTART participants two groups ar: of special concern: males and young
mothers. As Table 4.2 shows, average total hours =n s¢veral other measures of participation
were similar for all males and females, although a righe: | ercentage of females were active in
ihe twelfth month after random assignment. There w. -~ some differences, however, for females
living with their children, compared to males and to -t.icr ++;men; mothers averaged somewhat
fewer hours o: participation, and a higher percentage rc <ived fewer than 200 hours of services.

Table 4.4 presents average total hours of parv. *“un in JOBSTART for several other
subgroups. Although past research and experience «.: =3 that the characteristics listed in the
table might affect participation, many of the comparis<-. do not show significant differences in
average hours for the groups under review. Parents, « . € with recent emplvyment, and those
with an arrest record did show lower average hours in these comparisons. But other groupings
-- based on last grade in school, reading level, and public assistance status -- did not show
differences in hours.?

IV. Differences in Participation Among Sites

Hours of participation at the sites in the demonstration varied considerably, as shown in
Table 4.5. Average total hours ranged from a high of 577 for participants at the Los Angeles
Job Corps to a low of 167 at CREC in Hartford, a spread of 410 hours. As noted earlier, this

10See, for example, Public/Private Ventures, 1988; and Mathematica Policy Research, 1985.

"The ninety-day cutoff is important in the Job Corps, since those who remain this 'ong are
counted as program completers. See Mathematica Policy Research, 1985, p. IX-1.

2Within the Job Corps, nonresidential enrollees tend to have fewer barriers to employment
and to be less disadvantaged than residential enroilees. To the extent that the characteristics
used to measure this in the multiple regression analysis done for the Mathematica Policy
Research study did not capture all aspects of a youth’s labor market prospects, the
nonresidential indicator would be a mixture of program effects and enrollee characteristics.

BThe mix of activities did differ by initial reading score. Those testing in the low group
averaged 143 hours in education and 228 hours in training, while those testing in the highest
group averaged 122 hours in educatio.s and 297 hours in training.
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Table 4.3

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, sand Length of Stay,
for Participants, by Sex and Psrental Status

females
Living Not Living Males
wWith with All and
Activity Measure Males Children Children females females
Percent participating in
Education 95.1 96.5 97.0 96.8 96.0
Training 75.5 7.1 71.3 74.1 74.8
Education and training 71.2 74.4 69.0 7.7 71.5
Other oZiivities 39.1 43.8 47.4 45.6 42,5**
Average hours in
Eckcation 127.4 118.6 152.7 136.0 131.9
Training 247.6 225.1 232.8 229.1 237.8
Education and training 375.0 343.8 385.6 365.1 369.8
Other sctivities 3.8 38.6 48.5 43.7 39,09
Alt activities 408.8 382.9 434.1 408.9 408.9
Percentage distribution of hours
in education and training
Less than or equal to 200 36.8 45.7 39.2 42.4 39.7*
201 to 500 29.2 23.3 26.9 25.1 27.0
S01 to 700 19.7 16.7 15.7 16.2 17.8
701 or more 14.4 14.3 18.3 16.3 15.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percentage cistribution of
hours in all sctivities
Less than or equal to 200 3241 38.0 33.¢ 35.6 33.9
20 to 500 n.7 29.5 29.1 29.3 30.4
S01 to 700 13.0 15.9 15.3 15.6 16.7
701 or more 18.2 16.7 22.4 19.6 18.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average length of stay (months) 6.39 6.82 6.93 6.87 6.65**
Percent still participating .
in month
3 8%.8 86.4 87.7 87.1 86.0
6 56.9 58.1 60.1 59.1 58.1
9 29.2 3%.9 3.7 3.8 32.1*
12 11.4 20.5 21.3 20.9 16.4%2*
Number of participants 473 258 268 526 999

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and
September 1987 who were active fcr at least one hour in st least one JOBSTART education, training,
or other component within twelve months of random sssigrment. All estimates sre for a twelve-month
period following random assignment and spply to the entire participant semple including those with
2ero hours in an individual component. Since some participants remained in JOBSTART longer than
twelve months, these measures underestimate actusl participation.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
A chi-square test or two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between all males

ond sll females for each activity measure. Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 1C
percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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Table 4.4

Average Total Participation Hours, by Characteristics of Participants
at the Time of Random Assignment

v

Average Number of

Characteristic Total Hours Participants
Age in years

19 and under 401.3 735

20 or 21 429.8 264
Ethnicity®

White 405.3 75

Black 391.2* 458

Hispanic 403.9 438
School grade at time of dropout

Grade 10 or under 408.8 601

Grade 11 or 12 409.0 398
Reading grade level

1-6 408.6 450

7-8 411.2 313

9 or above 452.9 103
Employment history

Ever employed during 12 months prior

to random 8ssignment 391.1 544
Never employed during 12 months
prior to random assignment 431.1** 455

Sex

Male . 408.8 473

female 408.9 526
Marital status

Ever murried 403.6 101

Never married 410.0 895
Parenting status

female living with child 382.9 258

female not living with child 434.1* 268
Benefits recaived

None 394.4 423

Own AFDC case 432.3 186

Household AFDC case 447.8* 195

Other public assistance 379.0 195
Received occupational training within
12 months prior to random a8ssignment

No 411.9 833

Yes 393.9 166
Criminal record

No arrest since age 16 423.6 849

Arrested since age 16 325.6%** 150

SOURCE: MORC calculations from JOBSTART Enrollment Forms, Monthly
_ Participation Reports, and TABE reading scores.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between
August 1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one
JOBSTART education, training, or other component within twelve months of random
assignment. All estimates are for & twelve-month period following random assignment.
Since some participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these
. measures underestimate actual participation.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to the difference between participants
with 8 characteristic and the remainder of the sample. Statistical significance
levels ore indicated as * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = | percent.

Q %the sample also included 28 participants who were members of other

! E lC ethnic groups.
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Table 4.5

Average Total Participation Hours for Participants, by Site

) Average Total Nufbgr of
Site Hours Participants
Concurrent

Atlanta Job Corps 358.4 30

CET/San Jose 478.8 62

Chicago Commons 495.0 42

Connelley (Pittsb.urgh) 482.3 109

East Los Angeles skills Center 387.5 53

EGOS (Denver) 252.8 13

Phoenix Job Corps 465.9 66

SER/Corpus Christi 404.8 146
Sequential/in-house

El Centro (Dallas) 393.0 99

Los Angeles Job Corps 577.4 109
Sequential/brokered

Allentown (Buffalo) 3585.2 7

BSA (New York City) 390.1 51

CREC (Hartford) 167.4 48
All sites 408.9 999

SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August
1985 and September 1987 who were active for a‘’. least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment. All
estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment. Since some
participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate
actual participation.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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variation could have had several possible sources such as characteristics of the youths, local
employment opportunities, and program characteristics.

With only thirteen sites in the demonstration, it is impossible to isclate the effects on
participation of the many differences among programs (discussed in Chapter 2). If, for example,
the sites with the most support services were also Job Corps sites and also operated a youths-
only program, it would be impossible to separate out the effects of these individual factors on
participation hours.

Further, the demonstration was not designed to address this type of question. Applicants
were randomly assigned to the experimental or control group, but there was no random
assignment to various types of sites, and within each labor market there was usually only one
site. This means that experimental results, the most reliable analysis, are available only for
differences between experimentals and controls or for differences among subgroups (as defined
by pre-random assignment characteristics) within experimentals and controls. Other types of
comparisons, such as between types of sites, are inherently less reliable than pure experimental
results.

Choices about the most useful ways of grouping sites in this report rested on an
examination of the operational experience of the sites and a statistical analysis of participation
hours. Neither alone was conclusive, but together they suggested implications of site
characteristi.s and program design features for participation and program operations.

A. Participant Characteristics

As discussed in Chapter 3, the characteristics of participants at the sites did vary and this
could explain part of the difference in average hours among the sites. After adjusting for site
differences in the characteristics of the youths measured at the time of random assignment,
there was still a considerable difference in average total hours among the sites.!* Site averages
in all but one case changed by less than 10 percent with this adjustment; the ranking of sites
by average hours changed very little; and the spread in site averages was still 370 hours.!

“This adjustment (using lincar analysis of covariance) was designed to take account of
differ ces in site averages due to differences in participant characteristics. Characteristics used
in making the adjustment included whether a youth was a teenager, a parent, a member of the
"other ethnic” group, or a person with limited English skills, and whether the youth had been
arrested since age sixteen. Other possible characteristics for the adjustment model included
grade level on leaving school, public assistance status, and reading level, but these were not
related to participation hours in a statistically significant way and were not included in the final
adjustment model. This adjustment lowered the variance of the average hours among the sites
by about 18 percent. :

BUnmeasured differences of individuals, such as their desire for basic education and their
desire for training, may also have differed among the sites. For example, programs without
on-site facilities for occupational skills training might have drawn youths who were more
interested in education than in training.
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B. Employment Opportunities in the Local Economy

Participation in the JOBSTART program is an investment in current training with the
goal of improving future employment prospects. But time spent in JOBSTART may mean time
lost for current employment. Staff at the sites said that it was easier to recruit when the local
economy offered few employment opportunities for disadvantaged youths.

Analysis of participation data indicate that better employment opportunities were also
associated with tower total hours of participation.® For example, estimates suggest that total
participation hours would have been about 65 hours higher in the site with the fewest
employment opportunities compared to the site with the best employment opportunities, other
things being equal. One probable explanation: in good labor markets, youths who were
interested primarily in employment found a job more easily and left JOBSTART after fewer
hours of participation.  Alternatively, unmeasured differences in the characteristics of
JOBSTART participants in strong and weak labor markets could have been the source of this
relationship. For example, in a strong labor market those without work who enrolled in
education and training programs may have been less motivated or had greater barriers to
employment (which were not measured in the demonstration) than those who participated in
weak economies.

C.  Program Structure

As discussed in Chapter 2, eight sites provided concurrent basic education and occupational
skille training ("concurrent” sites); two provided a sequence of education followed by training
("sequential/in-house” sites); and three provided education and then referred participants to
other agencies for training ("sequential/brokered” sites). Participation rates by component,
participation hours, and the emphasis among components of JOBSTART all differed among
these three types of sites, as shown in Table 4.6 (for the three categories of sites) and Table
4.7 (for individual sites).

Four conclusions about program structure can be drawn:

Participants at sequential/in-house sites had the highest average
participation hours, while those at sequential/brokered sites had by far
the lowest because of very low average hours in training.

1%When a measure of local employment opportunities for JOBSTART participants was
included with individual demographic characteristics of participants as independent variables and
participation hours were the dependent variable, linear analysis of covariance found a negative
and statistically significant relationship between employment opportunities and total hours of
participation. A similar relationship also held for employment opportunities and education plus
training hours, and training hours alone. It did not hold for education hours alone; youths may
have participated in the education component for reasons less closely tied to immediate
employmeat opportunities. These same relationships held using several different measures of
local employment opportunities.
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Table 4.6

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and Length of Stay,
for Participants, by Program Structure

Sequential/ Sequential/
Activity Measure Concurrent {n-House Brokered Total
Percent participating in
Education 94.2 98.6 99.4 96.0
Training 95.0 54.3 25.9 74.8
Education and training 89.7 54.3 25.9 71.5
Other activities 146.7 100.0 76.1 42.5
Average hours in
Education 107.5 161.8 184.7 131.9
Training 289.6 221.6 68.4 237.8
Education and training 397.1 383.3 253.2 369.8
Other activities 9.9 105.7 63.7 39.0
ALl activities 407.0 489.6 316.8 408.9
Percentage distribution of hours
in education and training
Less than or equal to 200 33.5 46.6 56.1 39.7
201 to 500 29.6 17.8 28.8 27.0
501 to 700 21.7 13.0 9.4 17.8
701 or more 15.1 22.6 7.6 15.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percentage distribution of hours
in atl activities
Less than or equal to 200 32.4 28.8 45.9 33.9
201 to 500 30.0 3.7 30.6 30.4
501 to 700 21.6 8.2 9.4 16.7
701 or more 16.1 31.3 14.1 18.9
Totsal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average length of stay (months) 6.40 6.75 7.40 6.65
Percent still participating
in month
3 85.8 87.0 85.3 86.0
é 58.8 52.9 61.8 58.1
9 27.5 37.0 42.9 32.1
12 11.9 19.7 28.8 16.4
Number of participants 621 208 170 999

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the SUSSTART Monthly Participation Reports.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August
1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, triining, or other component within twelve menths of random assignment. ALl
estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment and apply to the entire
participant sample including those with zero hours in an individual component. Since some
participsnts remained in JOBSTART longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate
sctual participation.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.
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Table 4.7

Participation Rates, Hours of Participation, and Length of Stay,
for Participants, by Site

Sequential/ Sequential/
Concurrent In-House Brokered
East Los BSA
Angeles SER/ Et Los (New
Atlanta CET/ Chicago Connelley Skills €GOS Phoenix Corpus |Centro Angetes |Allentown York CKEC
Activity Measure Job Corps San Jose Commons (Pittsburgh) Center (Denver) Job Corps Christi [(Oallas) Job Corps|(Buffalo) City) (Hartford)| Total
Percent participating
in
Education 96.7 7:.0 85.7 97.2 100.0 100.0 97.0 95.9 100.0 ‘ 100.0 98.0 100.0 96.0
Training 93.3 88.7 100.0 100.0 °  100.0 82.3 97.0 100.0 46.5 vl 29.6 27.5 18.8 74.8
Education and
training 93.3 59.7 85.7 97.2 100.0 82.3 97.0 95.9 46.5 61.5 29.6 27.5 18.8 7%.5
Other activities 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 92.4 0.0 100.0 100.0 93.0 100.0 18.8 42.5
Average hours in
Education 104.0 40.7 5.7 91.7 81.8 126.8 179.2 119.5 1463.1 178.8 213.8 198.6 127.0 131.9
Training 196.8 438.2 419.3 390.5 305.7 126.0 220.0 285.4 170.2 268.2 75.2 94.2 31.0 237.8
' Education and
(,': training 300.8 478. 495. 482.3 387.5 252. 399.2 404.8 313.2 447.0 289.0 292.8 158.0 369.

8 0 8
¢ Other activities 57.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 79.8 129.3 76.2 97.3 9.4 39.
At sctivities 358.4 478.8 495.0 482.3 387.5 252.8 465.9 406.8 393.0 577.4 365.2 390.1 167.4 408.

0 o

Percentage distribu-

tion of hours in edu-

cation and training
Less than or equal

to 200 43.3 32.3 33.3 24.8 34.0 54.9 37.9 19.9 53.5 40.4 47.9 43.1 75.0 39.7
201 to 500 30.0 24.2 19.0 24.8 30.2 30.1 27.3 39.0 18.2 17,4 29.6 35.3 20.8 27.0
501 to 700 26.7 11.3 14.3 22.0 17.0 11.5 12.1 41.1 16.2 10.1 14.1 9.8 2.1 17.8
701 or more 0.0 32.3 33.3 28.4 18.9 3.5 22.7 0.0 12.1 32.1 8.5 11.8 2.1 15.4
Total ’ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

percentage distrib-

ution of hours in all

activities
Less than or equal
to 200 30.0 32.3 33.3 24.8 34.0 54.9 33.3 19.9 34.3 23.9 30.4 31.4 70.8 33.9
201 to 500 36.7 24.2 19.0 24.8 30.2 30.1 27.3 39.0 36.4 27.5 26.8 41.2 25.0 30.4
501 to 700 20.0 11.3 14.3 22.0 17.0 11.5 13.6 41.1 9.1 7.3 16.9 5.9 2.1 16.7
701 or more 13.3 32.3 33.2 28.4 18.9 3.5 25.8 0.0 20.2 41.3 16.9 21.6 2.1 18.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

(continued)
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Table 4.7 (continued)

Sequential/ Sequential/
Concurrent In-House 8rokered
East tos R B8SA
Angeles SER/ El tos (New
Atlanta CET/ Chicago Connel ley Skills EGOS Phoenix Corpus |Centro Angeles {Allentown York CREC
Activity Measure Job Corps San Jose Commons (Pittsburgh) Center  (Denver) Job Corps Christi [(Dallas) Job Corpsi(Buffalo) City) (Hartford)| Totat
Average length of
stay (months) 6.10 6.02 4.98 8.51 6.13 6.70 6.88 5.12 5.81 7.61 8.68 6.75 6.21 6.65
Percent still parti-
cipating in month
3 76.7 £62.3 7° 4 97.2 7.4 85.8 89.4 86.3 83.8 89.% 93.0 86.3 72.9 86.0
6 46.7 51.6 50.0 71.6 58.5 56.6 59.1 58.9 46.5 58.7 78.9 52.9 45.8 58.1
9 33.3 25.8 11.9 59.6 28.3 32.7 34.8 0.0 25.3 47.7 54.9 35.3 333 32.1
12 16.7 9.7 0.0 22.9 7.5 18.6 19.7 0.0 8.1 30.3 40.8 19.6 20.8 16.4
Number of
participants 30 62 42 109 53 113 66 146 9 109 71 51 48 99

SOURCE: MODRC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthly Participation Reports.

NOTES: This table inctudes data for atl youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and September 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least
one JOBSTART education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment. All estimetes are for a twelve-month period following random
assignment and apply to the entire participant semple including those with zero hours in an individusl component. Since some participants remained in JOBSTART
longer than twelve months, these measures underestimate sctual participation

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

Jests of statistical significance were not examined.

Activities included in "training” and “other activities" can vary by site as explained in Appendix A. Hours in education refer to time spent in a
basic education or GED-preparation class and do not include education provided as part of an occupational training course.
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The mix of education, training, and other activities varied by type of
site. The concurrent sites, other than two Job Corps sites, did not
offer the optional "other activities” and emphasized occupational
training; as a result, average training hours for participants amounted
to 71 percent of average total hours. The sequential/brokered sites
emphasized education and other services, both of which were provided
in-house. They had the highest average hours in education, and
training hours were only about 20 percent of average total hours.

Sequential/brokered sites had difficulties moving participants from

education to training. Only 26 percent of participants at sequen-
tial/brokered sites made the tramsition to occupational training,

although those who made the transition did receive substantial
training. As discussed in Chapter 7, this low rate of participation in
training occurred because of difficulties creating strong linkages with
other organizations. Possibly, it also arose because participants at
these sites (which were primarily basic education organizations) were
more interested in receiving a GED than in occupational training.

These relationships do not appear to be the result of measured
differences in participant characteristics or local employment
opportunities. Even after the adjustments for differences in
participant characteristics and local employment opportunities
discussed above, these patterns of partncnpauon among sites with
different program structure still appear.!’

While these three categories of sites do clarify patterns of participation, the sites within
each category were clearly not identical. Among the concurrent sites, EGOS in Denver stood
out with especially low hours -- possibly because of its very large size and Lmited support
services and group activities (as discussed in Chapter S). CREC in Hartford, among the
sequential/brokeres sites, had very low hours because it only scheduled three hours of education
per day. Furthermore, CREC offered very limited support services and had staffing problems.
The high total hours for sequential/in-house sites were primarily due to the Los Angeles Job
Corps, with the highest average hours among all sites. El Centro in Dallas, the other site in
this category, ranked seventh in total hours.

D. Type of Agency

JOBSTART programs were operated by Job Corps Centers, schools, and community-based
organizations (CBOs). There were reasons to hypcthesize that participants at Job Corps sites
might have greater amounts of participation. Job Corps Centers had experience running a
program like JOBSTART and offered an extra array of activities and support services, which

""When dummy variables for type of site were added as independent variables to a
regression ~quation with individual demographic characteristics and a measure of local
employment opportunities, the relationships still held.
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might have facilitated higher participation. Large schools had the advantage of many different
types of training available on-site, but often lacked the support services available through the
Job Corps. CBOs may have had advantages providing basic education without recreating the
environment of high school, but typically they did not have the variety of training offerings
available at the Job Corps.

Table 4.8 shows that the Job Corps sites did have higher average hours of participation
as a group; each measure of average hours was higher for Job Corps sites than for the other
sites. Average total hours were approximately equal for schools and CBOs. However, this
finding is not conclusive evidence of superior performance for the Job Corps type of agency,
for several reasons. First, there were only three Job Corps Centers, and the Los Angeles Job
Corps Center was not typical of other Job Corps sites: it has repeatedly been designated
among the best administered centers in the country.® Second, there were other differences
among the two groups of sites besides their agency type. Most important, none of the Job
Corps Centers operated sequential/brokered programs, which had the most difficulties
implementing JOBSTART. Additionally, the participant mix at the three types of sites differed
somewhat, as did employment opportunities in the community. The analytic problems
mentioned earlier prevented a conclusive analysis of the independent effect of each of these
factors on participation levels.

The most appropriate generalization is that all types of sites were able to implement the
model. The Job Corps Centers did have advantages, with a unique combination of education
classes, varied training, and extensive support services. But other types of agencies found ways
to address the needs of participants and to implement the program.

In summary, this analysis -- plus the operational analysis in subsequent chapters -- supports
the crucial influence of program structure on the experience of youth in JOBSTART.
Concurrent, sequential/in-house, and sequential/brokered sites operated differently in important
ways. The differences among agency types -- schools, CBOs, and Job Corps Centers -- were
less clear and also tended to have fewer operational implications. Therefore, in the following
four chapters sites will often be grouped according to the type of program they operated.

183ee Malnic, 1988, p. 1. As a further complication, some "other activity” hours (avocational
activities) were included in the count at the Los Angeles Job Corps (and also at the Atlanta Job
Corps) that were not counted at other sites. See the discussion in Appendix A.



Participation Rates, Hours of Participstion, and Length of Stay,

Table 4.8

for Participants, by Job Corps Sites and Schools and CBOs

All Schools
Atlanta Phoenix Los Angeles Job Corps and
Activity Me:ure Job Corps Job Corps Job Corps Sites CBOs All Sites
Percent participating in
Education 96.7 97.0 97.2 97.1 95.7 96.0
Training 93.3 97.0 61.5 77.6 74.1 74.8
Education and training 93.3 97.0 61.5 77.6 69.9 71.5**
Other activities 100.0 92.4 100.0 97.6 28.3 42.5%
Average hours in
Education 104.0 179.2 178.8 168.0 122.6 131,97
Training 196.8 220.0 268.2 242.2 236.7 237.8
Education and training 300.8 399.2 447.0 410.2 359.3 369.8%*
Other activities 57.6 66.7 129.3 98.7 23.6 39.0%e»
All activities 358.4 465.9 577.4 509.4 382.9 408.9%**
Percentage distribution of hours in
education and training
Less than or equal tc 200 43.3 37.9 40.4 40.0 39.7 39.7
201 to 500 30.0 27.3 17.4 22.4 28.2 27.0
501 to 700 26.7 12.1 10.1 13.2 19.0 17.8*
701 or more 0.0 22.7 32.1 24.4 13.1 15400
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percentage distribution of hours in all
activities
Less than or equal to 200 30.0 33.3 23.9 27.8 35.5 33.9%
201 to S00 36.7 27.3 27.5 28.8 30.9 30.4
501 to 700 20.0 13.6 7.3 11.2 18.1 16.7**
701 or more 13.3 25.8 41.3 32.2 15.5 18.9%*>
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average length of stay (months) 6.10 6.88 7.61 7.15 6.52 6.65**
(continued)
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Table 4.8 (continued)

All
Atlanta Phoenix Los Angeles Job Corps
Activity Neasure Job Corps Job Corps Job Corps Sites All Sites

Percent still participating in month

86.0
58.1

32,100
1 . . . . 16.472n

Nuwber of participants 999

SOURCE:  MORC calculations from the JOBSTART Monthty Participation Reports.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and September 1987 who were active
for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment.
Atl estimates are for a twelve-month period following random assignment and apply to the entire participant sample including those
with zero hours in an individual component. Since some participants remained in JOBSTART longer than twclve months, these
measures underestimate actual participation.

Distributions mey not add tc 100 0 percent because of rounding.

An F-test or chi-square test w. . applied to differences between all Job Corps sites and all schools snd €BOS for
each activity measure. Statistical significance levels are indicated as * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.
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CHAPTER 5

RETENTION STRATEGIES

This chapter describes the principal strategies JOBSTART operators used to strengthen
participants’ commitment to the program. It also assesses the effectiveness of those strategies,
using data on length of stay in the program and the reasons participants left it. The analysis
draws in part on participants’ own evaluations of their experiences.

As noted in Chapter 4, a major challenge facing operators of any lengthy, intensive
program like JOBSTART is keeping participants active over a long enough time for the
intervention to make a difference. The nature of the population targeted for the program
accentuated the potential difficulty. As school dropouts, the youths had a history of negative
experiences in school; if JOBSTART were to exert a more positive influence it had to offer a
different environment. In addition, their personal circumstances suggested that there would be
conflicting demands on their time and attention. For the one-third who were parents, childcare
responsibilities were likely to loom large. Peer pressure from friends and acquaintances and the
lure of easy money in the underground economy might also exert a powerful negative influence.
Financial pressures -- to provide for themselves, their children, or their parents and siblings --
might create a need for immediate income that would conflict with the longer term goal of
getting trained for a job that would pay a higher wage and be more secure.

To counter these rival pulls JOBSTART staff used three principal strategies. First, the sites
defrayed the cost of childcare and transportation and provided some other basic supports.
Second, recognizing that quality training and educational services were not always enough to wed
people to the program, most sites tried to create a warm, supportive environment intended to
bolster the youths’ confidence, sense of self-worth, and expectations. Third, most sites provided
participants with life skills training -- covering such topics as health, personal finances, and
workplace routines -- to help them function more responsibly in a variety of roles and situations.
Retention was not a goal in itself; the aim was to keep youths active in JOBSTART as long as
necessary to enhance their employment prospects.

Despite these etforts many youths had sporadic attendance records and many dropped out
of JOBSTART before completing training. About one-third of all participants left the program
because of such circumstances as childcare problems, pregnancy, family difficulties, or a need for
immediate employment. Approximately one-fifth left because they did not like something about
the program or had difficulty meeting the sites’ standards cf attendance or behavior.




I Strategies to Increase Retention

A. Meeting Basic Needs of Participants at the Schools and

Community-Based Organizations

Recognizing that participants would need to be reimbursed for training-related expenses,
the sites paid for their transportation and helped arrange daycare for their children. Most of
the community-based organizations (CBOs) and schools provided modest needs-based payments
- typically $5 to $8 per day -- tied to attendance. At most sites this money was expected to
cover the costs of transportation and lunch, and was thus an alternate way of reimbursing
participants for training-related expenses. Only one site provided bus passes in addition to a
needs-based payment. (Table 5.1 shows the range of support services.)

The East Los Angeles Skills Center, EGOS in Denver, CET/San Jose, and CREC in
Hartford did not offer needs-based payments but did otherwise attempt to meet participants’
basic needs by supplying free bus passes, lunch money, groceries, or emergency funds.!
Nevertheless, as discussed below, many participants did seek alternative sources of income,
combining work with education and training classes; others left the program because they found
the available support services inadequate.

JOBSTART counselors/coordinators placed a high priority on adequate childcare
arrangements. Most often staff referred students to other agencies to make the arrangements,
but some helped the students deal directly with service providers. Childcare costs were generally
covered by JTPA or the Work Incentive (WIN) Program, which provides support services for
AFDC recipients enrolled in education or training programs. Two CBOs and one school had
on-site daycare facilities, but staff reported that students frequently preferred to make their own
arrangements in their own neighborhoods. Counselors experienced the following difficulties:
delays in coordinating action between agencies; lack of slots for children of certain ages,
particularly infants; a local JTPA policy that would not reimburse unlicensed caretakers, making
it difficult for women using relatives for childcare; and a gap between the amount charged by
local childcare providers and the amount paid by JTPA or WIN.

Staff dealt with participants’ needs for medical care, housing assistance, or counseling for
substance abuse or serious psychological problems by referral to other agencies. In most cases
they had informal or "networking” relations with these other agencies. A few, however, made
special arrangements to provide low-cost eye care to participants during the demonstration.

B. Meeting Basic Needs of Participants at the Job Corps Sites

Compared to the CBOs and schools, Job Corps sites were able to provide far more
enriched and comprehensive services, including financial supports. Participants received a

1CET/San Jose provided needs-based payments only for farmworkers. BSA in New York
City did not provide needs-based payments during some periods in the demonstration.
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Table 5.1

Basic Support Services Available in JOBSTART, by Site

Site Needs-Based payments Transportation Childcare Other Incentive Payments
Job Corps
Atlanta Job Corps | Basic allowance of $40 Bus passes on-site free meals; clothing Merit raises can increase
per month for first 2 allowance of $75 in basic allowance to $100 per
months, $60 for next 3 first month, $50 in month after 6 months; $75
months, $80 after 5 third month, $96 in per month is placed in
months sixth and tenth months, escrow for enrollees who stay
$51 in twelfth month; 6 months, which increases
on-site medical and to $100 per month after 6
dental care months; $150 bonus in tenth
month
Los Angeles Basic allowance of Bus passes By referral free meals; clothing Merit raises can increase basic
Job Corps $40 per month for allowence of $75 in allowance to $100 per month
first 2 months, $60 first month, $50 in after 6 months; $75 per month
for next 3 months, third month, $96 in is placed in escrow for
$80 after 5 months sixth and tenth months, enrollees who stay 6 months,
' $51 in twelfth month; which increases to $100 per
o on-site medical and month after 6 months; $150
. dental care bonus in tenth month
Phoenix Job Corps | Basic allowance of Bus passes 8y referral free meals; clothing Merit raises can increase basic

Schools

Connelley
{Pittsburgh)

East Los Angeles
Skills Center

$40 per month for
first 2 months, $60
for next 3 months,
$80 after 5 months

$5 per daya

None

$2 ner day or bus passesa

Bus passes, gasoline
vouchers

On-site and by
referral

By referral

allowance of $75 in
first month, $50 in
third month, $96 in
sixth and tenth months,
$51 in twelfth month;
on-site medical and
dental care

$50 one-time clothing
grant

Emergency funds,
lunch money during
a brief period

sl lowance to $100 per month
after 6 months; $75 per month
is placed in escrow for
enrol lees who stay 6 months,
which increases to $100 per
month after 6 months; $150
bonus 1n tenth month

$50 for passing GEDb,

$50 for each month of perfect
attendance, quarterly payment
of $50 for “A" average, $25
for "8" average, $10 for “C"
average

None

o 10c
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Table 5.1 (continued)

Site Needs-Based Payments Transportation Childcare Other Incentive Payments
€GOS (Denver) None Bus passes, gasoline By referral Lunch money None
vouchers during a brief period
El Centro (Dallas)| 85 per d y Bus passes By referral Emergency rent funds $5 per week for perfect
attendance
Communi ty-based
organizations
Allentown $1 per hour if on AFOC, Included in needs- By referral None None
(Buffalo) otherwise $2 per hour, based paym2nt
during education and
training
BSA $23-30 percueek during Included in needs- By referral, free breakfast $5 for weekly acedemic
(New York City) education,” $30 per week based payment, tokens $15 per week progress, (S’S for perfect weekly
during JTPA training available otherwise for expenses attendance
|
CET/San Jose $1 per hour, for farm- Sus pesses for farm- On-site and by Weekly food bank None
workers only workers and others who referral provided free
demonstrate need groceries
Chicago Commons $6 per day Included in needs-based By referral None None |
payment |
|
CREC None Bus passes By referral None Nohe |
“dartford) |
SER/Ccrpus Christi| $8 per day Included in needs-based On-site for None $20 for each grade level gain
payment children over 18 in reading, $20 for passing GED
months, and by pre-test, $40 for passing GED,
referral $45 for “A" average throughout
occupational training, $25 for
“B" average
SOURCE: Program records and staff interviews.
NOTES: 3t intervals, site combined transportation and needs-based payment into one $7 per day payment.
Davailable during 1986-87 school year.
. Cfor period October (986-August 1987.
1 [}
¥ o dAvailable after October 1987. 1 f
™)
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monthly allowance (based on attendance), transportation costs, a clothing allowance, and free
meals while they were at the centers. Incentives were built into the system: the monthly
allowance was increased for good behavior or performance, and the Job Corps contributed $75
per month (with increases over time) into an escrow account for each participant. Participants
who stayed at least six months were entitled to withdraw the amount in escrow in a lump sum
when they left; the others got none of the money. Participants could use some of the escrow
account for family expenses or childcare while they were enrolled. The Job Corps sites also
provided free, on-site medical and dental care. Atlanta was the only site of the three to provide
on-site childcare.

C. Enbhancing Engagement and Commitment

Another set of strategies was designed to engage the youths more fully in JOBSTART and
to build a sense of identity with the program. In general counselors wanted to create an
atmosphere different from what participants had experienced in high school and to provide
opportunities for students to develop confidence and pride in themselves and their work. The
structure of the individualized, seif-paced classes contributed to this, since students could take
pride in achieving competencies and in having daily reinforcement that they were making
progress. But the key to the approach was personal attention from a committed, supportive
staff, including teachers as well as counselors. The following sections of this chapter discuss the
ways in which teachers and counselors implemented such a philosophy, but it should be noted
that not all instructors shared this vision, especially at sites that were used to working with adult
learners. Examples of teaching staff who took a different attitude are discussed in Chapters 6
and 7.

1. Counseling. At many sites, the counselor/coordinator was intended to be the
linchpin of the program. Counselors monitored students’ progress through all the components,
helped them deal with family and personal problems, and made sure that support services were
in place. Their offices were a "drop in" place for students, and they had daily informal contact
with the students as well as formal meetings. The counselors were intermediaries between the
students and teachers and were also advocates for the program within the larger institution. In
addition, at most sites counselors tried hard to get in touch with absentee students and to help
improve their attendance. One even made wake-up calls to students who had trouble getting
to class on time.

The intensity and breadth of the issues that counselors dealt with in trying to retain
participants in the program are illustrated in the following examples. A participant who was
enrolled in clerical training quit JOBSTART to take a low-paying factory job when the aunt with
whon: she was living lost her job and demanded that the youth pay some rent; the counselor
tracked down the student, arranged to pay the rent out of emergency funds available to the
program, convinced the student to return to JOBSTART, and helped the aunt find another job.
At another site, a counselor worked closely with a participant during her pregnancy to arrange
enough supports so that the woman could return after a shc  maternity leave; the counselor
attended a shower for the student and visited her while she - : on leave.

Crisis intervention was important, but counselors also spent a good deal of time serving as
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a sympathetic car when participants needed to let off steam, encouraging them when they wrre
depressed or discouraged, and urging them to be patient. In the process, counselors tried to
teach the youths that they had to learn to anticipate the consequences of their actions, take
responsibility for their lives, plan ahead, set incremental goals, and f ke pride in their
accomplishments.

2. Building Group Cohesion. Sites sought to foster a sense of group identity and
to reward participants who reached specified goals or showed exemplary behavior. Helping the
person feel like part of a group is an important "bonding” strategy for young adults, especially
in programs that have to work against the pull of negative reference groups -- gangs, friends
who are dropouts, and unsuppuortive families.

Some sites provided regular opportunities for students to meet as a group tc discuss their
experiences in JOBSTART and other concerns. Some scheduled occasional extracurricular
activities such as trips and outings, recreational events, sports contests, or fundraising activities
to make money for a group project. A number of sites that mainstreamed the JOBSTART
yonths with other enrollees tried to build a sense of group identity around the program per se,
bu' t other sites, the reference group was the training class ratter than the program as a
whoie. At the latter, individual ins.ructors wouid schedule class trips or class projects, but there
were few if any activities that brought the participants together as a group.

Extracurricular activities, outings, and team competitions were widely used at the Job Corps
sites but were infrequent at the other sites. If scheduled during the day, they conflicted with
training and education classes; if scheduled after class hours, it was difficult for many students
to attend. Developing a sense of group solidarity was particularly difficult at sites where the
program was only a small part of a very large institution, such as Connelley in Pittsburgh and
EGOS in Denver. Scheduling separate education classes for JOBSTART youths at the
mainstreamed sites facilitated the process. Building a group identity also posed more of a
challenge for sites that operated on an open entry/open exit basis because the composition of
the group frequently change«

3. Motivational Techniques. As noted above, the Job Corps sites offered
financial rewards and so did a few others. SER/Corpus Christi and Connelley in Pittsburgh
rewarded participants who maintained specified grade averages, passed the pre-GED test, or
received th: GED, as shown in Table 5.1. Connelley, El Centro in Dallas, and BSA in New
York City p.ovided financial incentives for good attendance.

An analysis of length of participation and average hours attended at the sites with the
major incentives (the three Job Corps sites, SER/Corpus Christi, and Connelley), ~ompared to
the others, did not reveal that the provision of such financial incentives by itself increased
program retention. However, as discussed in Chapter 6, the payments for GED receipt appear
to have been a factor in the relatively high rates of GED receipt at Connelley and SER/Corpus
Christi. Such payments may thus have functioned more as a performance than a retention
incentive.

Teachcrs and counselors provided nonmaterial rewards by praising individuals who




achieved certain levels in occupational training and basic education and recognizing their
accomplishments in class, sometimes taking participants who passed the GED or got jobs out
to lunch or organizing a class party for ihem.

A supportive atmosphere, however, did not mean low expectations. Participants who
failed to meet a site’s standards of performance, attendance, or general conduct wers terminated
from the program. However, most sites that mainstreamed tue youths with adults were inclined
to bend the rules for the JOBSTART participants and to give them a number of chances to
demonstrate improvement before terminating them. Nevertheless, counselors said that they
sometimes found it difficult to strike the right balance between providing encouragement and
maintaining meaningful standards.

D. Life Skills Instruction

Many sites also tried to improve the participants’ life skills or "human development” in more
systematic ways. The intent was to help teach participants how to deal with adult problems, on
and off the job, and to enhance retention and performance in the program by addressing issues
that mattered to participants.

About half the sites (the three Job Corps sites, El Centro in Dallas, and the sequen-
tial/brokered sites except for CREC in Hartford) incorporated two to three hours of formal life
skills classes into the regular program day. (Except at El Centro such classes were traditionally
offered at these sites.) As discussed in Chapter 4, participation in the life skills classes was a
significant proportion of the total participation hours at these sites.

The life skills curricula were oriented around daily living. For example, units on health
education tavght about good nutrition, the consequences of substance abuse, and sexuality and
family planning. Units on personal budgeting taught about budgeting for a household, services
that are available through banks, and deductions that are made from paychecks. Units on
government and civics taught about exercising the rights of a citizen and the ways that
government functions. Other parts of the curricula focused on interactions with other people,
means of bolstering self-esteem, and ways to identify students’ values and to establish goals in
keeping with them. Still other units dealt with finding a job and appropriate behavior 1a the
workplace. The life skills classes typically combined group activities -- lecture, discussion, and
role-playing -- with written exercises that students completed individually. A life skills
component thus helped to develop a group identity in JOBSTART.

The seven other demonstration sites did not focus so intensely or systematically on life
skills. Instead, they addressed such topics as part of the training curriculum, in special
counseling or discussion sessions, or through occasional lectures. Two sites (SER/Corpus Christi
and CET/San Jose) devoted aboui forty or fifty hours of their vocational training courses to
human development. However, the focus was on job-related behavior. Connelley in Pittsburgh
developed an "after school” component, just for JOBSTART participants. It included individual
counseling, ten weeks of group sessions on "human relations” led by an outside expert, and six
one-hour sessions on sexuality and family planning cor.ducted b, a local community organization.
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Staff at sites that initially made few provisions for human development education (primarily
sites that were used to serving adults) identified this lack as a chief weakness of the program.
As the demcnstration progressed some added regular life skills training, set aside a week or two
of special work at the start of the program, or scheduled group sessions in which staff and
students could address such problems as motivation and time management.

II. Assessing the Retention Strateyies
A. Meeting Basic Ne=ds

Analyses of length of participation in JOBSTART and the reasons why participants left the
program suggest that, on the whole, the sites were able to provide basic supports and to retain
participants over a relatively lengthy period of time -- more than six months, on average, with
16 percent of the participants still active in the twelfth month after random assignment.

MDRC used the survey fielded twelve months after random assignment to collect data on
the reasons participants left JOBSTART. Those who had left the concurrent and sequential/in-
house sites were asked their main reason for leaving. Those who had left the sequential/
brokered sites but had not entered training were asked their main reason for leaving the
education componen., those who had enrolled in training but subsequently left were asked their
main reasor: for leaving the training provider. Responses to the questions were open-ended.

As shown in Table 5.2, 32 percent of the respondents said that they had left because they
had completed the program and 7 percent, to take a job. Only 20 percent left because they did
not like something about JOBSTART or were unable to meet the standards of attendance or
behavior. Another 36 percent cited personal problems such as the need to get a job, chiidcare
or family problems, or pregnancy.> Among males the most common problem was the need for
a job; 16 percent of the male participar 5 said that they left for this reason. For females,
childcare needs and pregnancy were . bstacles to participation; 11 percent of the female
participants said that they left because ot childcare problems, and 14 percent left becausc of

pregnancy.

Other data, too, indicate that financial need was a crucial issue for many participants.
Asked to name things they did not like about JOBSTART, 7 percent of the respondents said
that the support services were inadequate (Table 5.3). Twenty-six percent of participants
worked while they were in the program (see below and Chapter 8).

Overall, the survey responses suggest that while most participants had their basic needs met
while they were in the program, more could have been done in such key areas as financial
support and childcare. Another area of weakness was pregnancy prevention. As noted above,

The large propor‘ion of participants who reported leaving because of personal problems
is consistent with findings from other program. .erving at-risk or dropout youths. See
Public/Private Ventures, 1988.
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Table 5.2

Main Reason for Leaving JOBSTART
As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Sex

Reason Males Females Total
Completed program 34.5% 30.2% 32.4%
Entered employment 8.5 4.7 6.6
Program-related reasons
Disliked training 1.6 2.7 2.1
Disliked education 3.9 0.8 2.3
Problems with staff 3.1 3.5 3.3
Couldn't keep up with work 2.7 1.6 2.1
Asked to leave 3.9 1.2 2.5
Lost interest 1.9 3.5 2.7
Other program-related ressons 5.0 4.3 4.7
Total 22.1 17.4 19.8
Personal reasons
Needed a job 15.5 5.0 10.3
Transportation difficulties 2.7 3.5 34
Family illness 4.7 7.8 6.2
Childcare disficulties 0.8 10.5 5.6
Own health problems 1.6 2.7 2.1
Pregnancy 0.8 14.0 7.4
Other persenal reasons 2.7 0.0 1.4
Total 28.7 43.4 36.0
Otner® 6.2 4.3 5.2
Number of surveyed participants 258 258 516

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-me~th survey.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August
1985 and March 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment, sho
responded to the tweive-month survey, and who left JOBSTART within twelve months of random
assignment. Participants who remained in JOBSTART beyond twelve months and those who did
not respond to this question are not included in this table.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because c¢f rounding.
Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

%Reasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent cf respondents are
included in the “other" category.
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Table 5.3

Things Disliked About JOBSTART
As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Program Structure

Sequentiatl/ Sequential/

Disliked toncurrent In-House Brokered®
Nothing 51.8% 65.1% 37.8%
Disliked program rules or

staff attitudes 9.4 . 21.1
Support services were inadequate 9:2 0.9 3.3 7.1
Disliked staff ' 7.7 1.8 4.4 6.3
Class day was too long 6.2 3.7 7.8 6.0
Problems with other students 6.4 0.9 7.8 5.7
Disliked type of education or

training 3.9 10.1 6.7 5.3
Problems with staff 3.6 6.4 2.2 3.9
Received no assistance on

job placement 3.4 1.8 4.4 3.3
Couldn't keep up with work 2.4 3.7 3.2 2.7
Other® 12.4 7.3 27.8 13.7
Number of
surveyed participants L67 0% 90 664

SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from the JOBSTARY l4elve-month survey.

NOTES: This table inciudes data far all youths randoriy assigned hetween August 1985 and
March 1987 who were active for at least or hour in st least onc JOBSTART education, training, or
other component within twelve months of ranuom assisnment and who responded to the twelve-month
survey.

Distribucions will et add to 100.0 percent because sample members were aliowed up to
three resp.ases.

Tests of sratistical significe .e were nci examined.
*At sequentiat/broker=d sites, these questions refer to the education phase only.

bReasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents are included in the
*other® category.

~
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14 percent of the female participants said that they left the program because they were
pregnant, but only a few sites addressed family planning issues with any intensity.

A major policy issue for the JTPA system as a whole is whether service providers should
offer needs-based payments. Opponents emphasize the need to avoid a replay of programs
operated under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), where enrollees
were allegedly attracted by the minimum-wage stipend and not because they were interested in
training for a better job. They argue that if JTPA succeeds in enrolling a more motivated

- population, it will be more successful in moving trainees into jobs. Proponents, on the other
hand, fear that the lack of any financial support excludes or deters a population that is
motivated but financiaily needy, and skews the system in the direction of shorter, less intensive
training programs. They note that males may find it especially difficult to participate, since they
are less likely than are young single mothers to be receiving AFDC benefits.

Because the demonstration was not set up to address this issue, it cannot offer any
definitive evidence on the value of providing needs-based payments. Although, as the previous
discussion makes clear, financial need was a problem for a substantial minority of participants,
it proved impossible to isolate the effects of needs-based payments on recruitment, length of
participation, or average hours attended. Nevertheless, the reactions of both staff and
participants to the payment policies at the sites provide useful insights.

Discussions with staff indicated that they were divided about the importance of needs-based
payments. Where sites did not provide them, counselors felt that part-time jobs -- or emergency
funds - were a better way of providing income. They agreed, however, that it was essential to
provide transportation and childcare assistance.

In contrast, staff at the otber sites thought that it was very important that participants not
be totally dependent on relatives or friends fur spending money. They believed that tying the
payment to attendance taught the youths an important lesson about the consequences ¢f their
behavior and helped prepare them for the work world. Most seemed to feel that the mnoney
was an attraction, especially at the start of the program, but that it was not the only -- and
probably not the primary -- reason why people came to classes.

Participants who took part in focus group discussions at four sites also expressed mixed
emotions about needs-based payments. A few students felt that they were essential, while others
claimed that they would have attended regardless of the size of the payment, and even if there
had been no payment at all. Everyone agreed that the money seemed to help people stay in
JOBSTART and lessened iheir need to take a job while in the program. But, like the staff, the
majority stressed that money alone was not sufficient motivation to keep them coming for
months.

Two points should be noted. First, the difference in the level of support provided by sites
that offered needs-based payments and sites that reimbursed participants for training-related
expenses was frequently not very great. Second, the needs-based payments available to
participants were not sufficient to cover the cost of essentials such as rent, utilities, and food.
Support systems that provided $1 or so per honr attended were not comparable to the CETA
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minimum-wage stipends. Even with needs-based payments, participants had to have an
alternative source of support.

B. Enhanciag Engagement and Commitment

Student assessments of JOBSTART indicated that staff efforts to instill a caring, supportive
atmosphere were highly valued. The information provided below is based on three sources:
survey questions fielded twelve months after participants entered JOBSTART, focus group
discussions with forty-six participants at four sites, and conversations with program participants
who were delegates to MDRC’s Youth Employment Initiatives Conference.?

The overwhelming majority (82 percent) of the participants interviewed fur the twelve-
month survey thought that JOBSTART was different from high school; and 50 percent of the
participants thought that it was very different (Table 5.4). Among those who found it different,
the most frequently cited reasons were the attention participants received from teachers and
staff (43 percent), the self-paced nature of the instruction (41 percent), and the fact that they
were treated "like adults” (31 percent). (See Table 5.5.)

Male and female participants responded almost identically when asked whether JOBSTART
was different from high school. Differences in the responses of participants at different types
of sites were striking, however: 71 percent of the respondents at the sequential/brokered sites
said that JOBSTART was very different, while only about 47 percent of those at the other sites
responded in this way (Table 5.4). In explaining the differences from high school, much higher
percentages of respondents at the sequential/brokered sites noted the use of self-paced
instruction and computer-aided instruction. At the concurrent sites greater proportions of
respondents cite¢ being treated like aduits and having education linked with training (Table
5.5).

Seventy-eight percent of respondents believed that the time spent in JOBSTART had been
or would be helpful in getting a job. Fully 92 percent of respondents at the sequential/brokered
sites believed so compared to 79 percent at the concurrent sites and 68 percent at the
sequential/in-house sites. Participants who found JOBSTART helpful most frequently cited
learning occupational skills, followed by learning job search skills, GED receipt, increased self-
confidence, and improved math and reading skills {Table 5.6). Males and females responded
similarly, but the pattern of responses varied by type of site: among other differences,
respondents from concurrent and sequential/in-house sites most frequently cited occupational
training, while those from sequential/brokered sites named job search skills as reasons why
JOBSTART would help them get a job.

Asked to name things they liked about the program, more respondents cited teachers and

3JOBSTART staff and one participant selected by each site attended the conference which
brought them together with Congressional and federal agency staff, representatives of
foundations and corporations, and advocacy group members to discuss ways to strengthen youth
employment policy. See MDRC, 1988.
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Table 5.4

Surveyed Participants' Views on the
Comparison of JOBSTART to Kigh School,
by Program Structure

Sequential/ Sequential/
Response Concurrent In-House Brokered Total
Very different 46.2% 47.4% 70.9% 49.8%
Somewhat different 36.2 20.0 23.3 31.9
Not different 17.6 32.6 5.8 18.3
Nurber of
surveyed participants 437 95 86 618

SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and March
1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART education, training, or other
component Within twelve months of random assignment and who responded to the twelve-month survey.
Only those participants who attended high school and answered this question are included in this

table.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

Tests of stavistical significance were not examined.




Table 5.5

Differences Between JOBSTART and Righ School,
As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Program Structure

Sequential/ Sequential/
Difference® Concurrent In-House Broker

More attention from teachers
and staff 41.4% 53.1% 44.4%

Use of self-paced instruction 35.R 43.8 64.2
Treated like adults 34.7 20.3 18.5
Smaller classes 13.1 25.0 27.2

Linkage of education and
skills training 18.3 7.8 4.9

Use of computer-assisted
instruction 12.2 0.0 21.0

Learned a skill 12.8 7.8 3.7
Instruction was more meaningful 8.9 1.6 6.2
Never felt like a failure 3.1 3.1 3.7

Received needs-based payment 1.7 1.6 3.7

Number of
surveyed participants 360 64 &1

SOURCE: MORr calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and
March 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART education, training, or
other component within twelve months of random 8ssignment and who responded to the twelve-month
survey. Only those participants who found JOBSTART different from high school and those who answered
this question are included in this table.

Distributions Will not add to 100.0 percent because sample members were allowed up to
three responses.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

8Reasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents are excluded from
this table.

bat sequential/brokered sites these questions refer to the education phase only.

El{fC‘ -92- 142

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 5.6

How JOBSTART Would Be Helpful in Getting a Job,
As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Program Structure

How JOBSTART Was or Sequential/ Sequential/

Would Be Helpful Concurrent tn-House Brokered® Total
Learned occupational training 61.0% 46.4% ~1.9% 57.3%
Learned job search skills 30.6 16.1 53.5 31.0
Got a GED ' 1.7 41.1 23.3 2.3
Improved self-contidence 22.8 3.2 32.6 23.8
Improved math and reading

skills 17.3 7.1 34.9 17.8
Learned good work habits 8.4 5.4 1.6 8.3
Support from staff 8.1 3.6 9.3 7.6
Made contacts with employers 6.4 7.1 2.3 6.1
Got work experience 4.9 3.6 7.0 4.9
Interviews were arranged 3.5 5.4 4.7 3.8
Got good references 1.7 3.6 7.0 2.5
Other? 7.8 5.4 18.6 3.5

Number of surveyed
participants 345 56 43 445

SOURCE : MORC calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly a¢.igned between August
1985 and March 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one JOBSTART
education, training, or other component within twelve months of random assignment and who
responded to the twelve-month survey. Participants who did not think JOBSTART was or would
be helpful in getting a job are not included in this table.

Di- “ributions will not add to 100.0 percent because sample members were
allowed up to three responses.

Tests of statistical significance were not examined.

%At sequentisl/brokered sites, these responses refer to either the
education or training phase.

bIleals:ms that were cited by fewer than 2.0 mercent of respondents are
included in the Yother" category.

123

-93-



the personal attention they received from staff than GED receipt, improvement in basic skills,
or learning a vocational skill (Table 5.7). The male and female respondents tended to give
similar answers when asked what they liked about the program. However, a greater proportion
of females cited liking the personal attention they received from staff (31 percent to 23 percent),
while a higher proportion of males mentioned learning a skill (26 percent to 17 percent) and
"hands-on" training (11 percent to S percent). Asked what they did not like, only a small
percentage mentioned staff-related issues, and fully 52 percent said that there was nothing that
they disliked. (See Table 5.3.)

Focus group discussions with participants at four sites and participant presentations at the
Youth Employment Initiatives Conference added information about the kinds of things youths
valued about the program. Their views were not typical of all participants in that these youths
tended to be long stayers; their statements expressed the views of participants who responded
well to JOBSTART. Their insights were nevertheless valuable for understanding the effect of
the program and the kinds of opportunities it offered to young dropouts. The following
comments, made by participants at four focus group sites, reinforce the idea suggested by the
survey responses: participants valued increased self-esteem and self-confidence as highly as
educational attainments and skill competencies.

I wasn’t winning before I got into JOBSTART. Now I feel I can do
anything.

Before I had a pretty negative attitude about my life. . . . And then I
came to [JOBSTART] and my attitude started changing arou-- and I
started setting more goals.

I just came [to JOBSTART)] with a whole different outlook. I grew up
... now I don’t want nobody stopping me from getting what I wanted
when I came up here.

This program has given me self-esteem. It used to be I would talk with
people and feel small because I didn’t have my GED and a trade. But
now I do. I feel bigger, stronger. Now I can give people advice about
what to do because I have accomplished something.

When [ left [JOBSTART], my whole attitude about my life and myself
changed drastically.

Some participants expressed new conidence that they could take control of their lives and act
responsibly in an acult world. One took pride, for example, in "mastering things I didn’t like
before." Others valucd having leamed patience, self-discipline, anc elf-motivation.

Many emphasized the role of their counselors and teachers in this transformation: "If it

wasn’t [for the staff], I don’t know where I'd be right now,” one young woman commented.
One young man explained:
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Table 5.7

Things Liked About JOBSTART,

As Reported by Surveyed Participants, by Sex

Liked® Meles Females Total
Nothing 6.1% 5.9% 6.0%
Everything 1.6 3.1 2.4
Staff-related aspects
Teachers 27.7 27.8 27.8
Personal sttention from staff 22.6 31.2 27.2
Counselors, mentors, support
groups 10.3 11.8 1.1
Treated like an adult 3.9 4.5 4.2
Program-related aspects
Individualized, self-paced
instruction 16.8 18.5 17.7
Linkage of education and training 9.4 7.9 8.6
Use of computers 6.5 9.8 8.3
financial support 8.7 7.0 7.8
“Kands-on" training 10.6 5.1 7.7
Job plucement sssistance 5.2 7.9 6.6
Other students 6.1 4.5 5.3
Practical examples 3.9 5.3 4.7
Schedule of hours 3.5 3.4 3.5
Discipline 3.5 2.5 3.0
Ease of work 1.9 2.0 2.0
Surroundings 2.3 1.7 2.0
Personal accompl ishments
Learned a8 skill 25.8 16.6 20.9
rReceived GED 13.5 12.9 13.2
Improved basic skills 7.1 9.8 8.6
Other? 10.3 12.6 11.6
Number of surveyed participants 310 356 686

SOURCE: MORC calculations from the JOBSTART twelve-month survey.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between
August 1985 and March 1987 who were active for at least one hour in at least one
JOBSTART educastion, training, or other component within taelve months of random
sstignment and who responded to the twelve-month survey.

Distributions will not add to 100.0 percent because sample members

were allowed up to three responses.

Tests of statistical significance were not examin J.

"t sequential/brokered sites, these responses refer to the

education phase or:ly.

bpeasons that were cited by fewer than 2.0 percent of respondents

are included in the “other" category.




The teachers show you that they care. . . . Once I got in JOBSTART, the
teachers showed me that I can be someone, that I can do something for
myself and that is what I'm doing now. I'm showing myself that I can
do what was impossible for me about a year ago.

Other participants referred to their counselors as "family.” But the focus group at
Connelley in Pittsburgh revealed that some participants resented what they regarded as a
counselor’s intrusiveness, feeling that they weic being treated like children when the counselor
called their homes whenever they were absent.

Interestingly, when they were asked why other participants had dropped out of JOBSTART,
the focus group participants and youth delegates cited lack of maturity rather than any
deficiency in the program -- an indirect way of praising their own tenacity and motivation:

When we first started, we had students in here who were living their life
for someone else. It can’t be like that. You have to live your life for
yourself. That’s what’s holding them back.

They get frustrated and can’t deal with the pressure. . . . You have to
have will power. And ambition. If you don’t have those things, you won’t
make it in your job.

Some are just here for the joyride. And when the joyride's over, they're
ready to go.

A lot of them feel that if they can sit in class all day long and goof
around they can get rich like that. Instead of going and pursuing their
career and getting into it, they want to clown around. And you've got
others who just don’t care about anything.

I11. Attendance Patterns

Despite the success of program operators in retaining participants for relatively long periods,
data on the average number of hours attended per month by participants while they were active
in the program -- 61 hours -- indicate that there was a considerable amount of absenteeism.
Although this figure cannot be used ‘o create an atten. 1nce rate because it includes people
who left the program at the beginning of 2 month or entered it late in a montbh, it nevertheless
confinns what staff reported: a substantial proportion of the participants were frequently absent
from classes.

Staff described two patterns of absenteeism: some students routinely missed one or two
days of classes a week, while others would come regularly for some weeks, but then not show

up for a week or more at a time. In addition, 13 percent of the participant sample interrupted
their participation for a month or more at a time, but then returned to the program. The
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average length of the interrupted period was two months, as shown in Table 5.8. Female and
male participants had about equal rates of interruption, but the average length of inactivity was
longer for females than for males (2.3 months to 1.5 months). Participants at sequential/
brokered sites had the highest rate (21 percent) and longest average length of interruption (2.5
months), possibly owing to delays between the end of education and the start of training.

Often participants had legitimate and unavoidable reasons for missing classes. Most sites
recognized the following situations as "excused absences” as long as staff were notified: illness,
family emergencies, court appearances, breakdowns in daycare arrangements, and appointments
with welfare workers, physicians, or other officials. Staff nevertheless tried to impress upca the
youths that class attendance -- like attendance on a job -- should iake precedence over other
activities, that appointments should be scheduled after class hours, and that alternative
arrangements should be made in advance. They felt, however, that the often chaotic
circumstances of the participants’ lives, their age, and the habits of absenteeism developed in
high schoo!l made it difficult for this message to take hold. Indeced, given school records of
chronic absenteeism, many staff thought that the participants were doing comparatively well.

Attendance was also affected by some participants’ efforts to combine work with training.
As discussed in Chapter 8, 26 percent of participants had jobs while they were in the program,
working an average of 31 hours per week while they were employed. Participants who
combined work with training stayed longer than did most of those in the program, but their
employment had an adverse effect on their monthly participation. Participants who worked
stayed in the program for an average of 8.3 months compared to 6.7 months for participants as
a whole. Employed participants also had more hours of participation and more hours in
education and training activities than did participants who did not hold jobs. The differences
are statistically significant. However, on average, they attended classes for fewer hours in the
months they were working than in the months they were not working. In addition, during the
months they were working, their monthly participation hours in JOBSTART were cons.stently
lower, on average, than those of participants who never worked, although they were roughly
comparable in other months.

The JOBSTART impiementation suggests that a considerable amount of absenteeism may
be inevitable in a program serving young dropouts, even at well-run sites that provide quality
services and caring, supportive staff. Nevertheless, information about the sites’ attendance
policies, participation data, and staff reports of attendance problems suggest that some
approaches may be more effective than others. For example, sites that had vague standards of
attendance, used poor monitoring systems, and did not contact absentee students for several
days or weeks had greater problems with absenteeism than did those that set clear rules,
carefully monitored daily attendance, quickly contacted absentee students, and worked closely
with absentees to resolve underlying problems.
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Table 5.8

Inactivity for Participants, by Program Structure

Sequential/ Sequential/
Measure Concurrent In-House Brokered Total
Nurber of months inactive (%)*
1 58.2 66.7 40.0 55.3
2 22.4 13.3 25.7 21.2
3 9.0 10.0 11.4 9.8
4 3.0 6.7 5.7 4.5
H 7.5 3.3 11.4 7.0
6 or more 0.0 0.0 5.7 1.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average length of inactivity
{months) 1.79 1.67 2.47 1.95
Number of inactive participants® 67 30 35 132
Percent of perticipants ever
inactive 10.8 16.4 20.6 13.2
Number of all participants 621 208 170 999

SOURCE:  MDRC calculations from the JULSTART Monthly Participation Reports.

NOTES: This table includes data for all youths randomly assigned between August 1985 and
Septenber 1987 who were active for at least one hour n at least one JOBSTART education, training, or
other component within twelve months of random assignment. All estimates are for a twelve-month
period following random assigrment.

pistributions may not add to 100.0 oercent because of rounding.

“Inactivity is defined as a period u‘%iout participation (excluding the month 1n which
random assignment took place) if participation resuned in a later month.

bThis sample includes only those JOBSTART participants who were ever inactive within
twelve months of follow-up excluding the month random assignment took place.
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CHAPTER 6

THE JOBSTART EDUCATION COMPONENT

This chapter starts by describing the key characteristics of the education component in
JOBSTART. It then discusses linkages with the training component, participation in the
education classes, attainment of General Educational Development certificates (GEDs), and
improvements in reading scores. The chapter also assesses the strengths and weaknesses of the
education component, from the perspective of teachers and students as well as MDRC
observers. It does not evaluate the different curricula, instructional techniques, mix of class
activities, or computer-assisted instructional systems used by the sites. Rather, the intention is
to describe both the cr.nmon elements and key variations and to communicate the main features
of a competency-based, individualized education program.

I.  JOBSTART Guidelines for the Education Component

The model called for sites to use instructional modules of increasing difficulty, through
which students would progress at their own pace, demonstrating their acquisition of required
skills as they moved from level to levei. MDRC recommended this model for several reasons.
First, it was the type of learning program that had proven successful in increasing GED
attainment at Job Corps Centers.! Second, it could accommodate students of varying skills levels
within a single class. Third, it promised to provide rapid feedback, register incremzntal progress,
and free teachers to work individually with students, potentially offering advantages for school
dropouts who had been unsuccessful in traditional classroom settings. Fourth, there were
available instructional programs -- the Comprehensive Competencies Program (CCP), the
Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC) program, and Programmed Logic for Automatic
Teaching Operations (PLATO), among others -- that incorporated the key elements of the Job
Corps system and combined paper and pencil exercises with computer-assisted instruction (CAI).

Sites were asked to provide a minimum of two hundred hours of education classes to
ensure that participants would have time to improve their skills substantially. Although it was
anticipated that some participants would be able to attain their GEDs during this period --
especially those with higher reading scores at entry -- GED receipt was not considered the only
successful outcome. An alternative goal -- especially for those reading at lower levels -- was to
raise basic skills enough for participants to benefit from or qualify for training. The degree to
which sites emphasized one outcome over the other reflected site priorities, not the design
guidelines.

As discussed in Chapter 1, MDRC did not further specify the education component because
thcre was no rigorous research indicating that snme strategies were more effective than others,
and, in the absence of special demonstration funding, it was desirable that sites be able to aZopt

Mallar et al., 1982.




the model without radically changing their current programing. Within the stated parameters,
sites were free to hire instructors and choose their curriculum materials, classroom activities, and
class structure. Use of computer-assisted instruction was encouraged but not required.

II. Characteristics of the JOBSTART Education Program

The following discussion applies to classes devoted exclusively to teaching basic skills or
GED preparation. Some participants could work further on basic English and math skills as part
of the training curriculum, as discussed in Chapter 7.2

With rare exceptions the sites followed the guidelines. The exceptions were at El Centro
in Dallas, where the instructor began using an individualized approach but changed to small
group instruction because she believed it to be more effective, and Chicago Commons, where
classes sometimes functioned more as tutorials for the vocational skills courses than as classes
for improving basic skills.

Participants were given standardized tests such as the Test of Adult Basic Education
(TABE), practice tests for the GED exam, or some combination of both soon after they entered
the program.> Teachers used the results to assess a participant’s reading and math levels,
diagnose his or her strengths and weaknesses, and develop an individualized plan. Using this
plan teachers assigned exercises that addressed a student’s particular weaknesses. The exercises
were in workbooks, computer curricula, or other forms. After completing the practice materials
for each unit or level in the curriculum, students toox a mastery test to demonstrate their
proficiency in the required competencies. If they scored well enough they progressed to the
next unit or lesson; if problems remained they would be assigned additional work in those areas.
Before starting a new unit or lesson students took a diagnostic test to identify the areas that
needed attention and those that could be skipped over. This same process was repeated at
each increasingly difficult level of the curriculum.

Students could work independently and at their own pace. Teachers were readily available
to answer questions, monitor progress, and provide assistance when necded, but students could
advance through the assignments on their individualized plan without constant direction from
the teacher. Students were tested when their performance on daily assignments indicated that
they had mastered a topic rather than at scheduled intervals.

Reccrd keeping was key. A copy of the individualized plan, a list of assignments, a record
of assignme ~ts completed, and the grade on each test were kept in each student’s personal file,
along with work papers and tests. Students used these files daily to see what they should be
working on, what they had accomplished. and what remained to be cone. In this way. the
sstem thus provided considerable structure for the students and allowed them to see
incremental progress as they worked toward their long-term goals.

%In this report hours in education include time spent in classes devoted to basic education
or GED preparation. Hours spent in Business English or Business Math courses, or working
on basic skills in occupatiunal training courses, are counted as training hours.

3Administration of the TABE is discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix A.
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A Variation Across Sites

Within this common framework there was considerable variation in curricula and
instructional materials, classroom activities, class structures and schedules, and the emphasis
placed on GED aitainment. Key di _ences are shown in Table 6.1 and discussed below.

Sites also varied in terms of their prior experience implementing a JOBSTART-like
education component. As discuseced in Chapter 2, SER/Corpus Christi and Chicago Commons
kad to add a basic education component for the demonstration; other sites introduced
computer-assisted instruction at the start of the deronstration, or developed separate classes
and curricula for the JOBSTART youths. A number experimented witt. different ways of
structuring and staffing their education classes. Thus, at many sites, the education component
was evolving throughout the demonstration.

B. Curriculum

The Job Corps instructional system is a prototype of the kind of programed learning
encouraged in JOBSTART. The cuiriculum used in the basic education component at the Job
Corps demonstration sites is fairly standardized through the Job Corps system, and includes
instructional series in reading, language and study skills, mathematics, and general educational
development. It accesses workbooks, textbooks, and audiovisual material from a variety of
publishers, integrating them into a menu of assignments for specific competencies. Supplemental
software materials for computer-assisted instruction were also available at the Phoenix and
Atlanta Job Corps sites. -

CCP, developed by U.S. Basics in 1983 and used at the three sequential/brokered sites, is
a similar type of comprehensive curriculum, integrating a variety of published textbooks and
workbooks, computer software, and audiovisual materia._. It covers the following subject areas:
reading, mathematics, English as a Second Language, language skills, social studies, preparation
for work, and consumer economics.

At the other seven sites teachers developed their own curricula using a variety of published
materials, such as GED preparation series and reading and mathematics textbooks that used the
mastery approach. Paper and pencil exercises were supplemented with computer-assisted
instruction at four of these sites: Connelley used CCC; SER/Corpus Christi used PLATO;
EGOS in Denver used various software and LUCI, a computerized management system that
maintains records and tracks student progress and assignments; CET/San Jose also used various
software. CCC, developed by the Computer Curriculuin Corporatic~ ~ *967, includes curricula
in reading, English as a Second Language, writing, language -sns, mathematics, GED
preparation, and survival skills. PLATO, developed by the Centrol Data Corporation in 1976,
includes curricula in reading, mathematics, English, and GED preparation.

As shc. . in Chapter 3 the majority of participants were reading between the fifth and
the eighth grade levels when they entered the program; about 12 percent were reading at or
above the ninth grade level, and 8 percent were reading below the fifth grade level. The
average reading score on the TABE acruss all sites was 6.9; the range was from 5.9 at the
Atlanta Job Corps to 8.0 at CET/San Jose. (See Table 3.3.) All the sites used curricula
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Table 6.1

Selected Characteriz7ics of the JOBSTART Education Component, by Site

Type of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Scheduled Hours Program Computer-Assisted Changes from Priority Pleced
Site per Day? Duration Instruction Classroom Mix Usual Program on GED Receipt
Concurrent
Atlanta Job Corps | Individualized, Open entry Varied softwsre Mainstreamed with Nonc Long-term goal
usually 2 hours and exit other youths
CET/San Jose 2 hours, may vary Open entry Varied software Mainstreamed with None Secondary to skills
and exit other youths training
Chicag» Commons 1-2 hours, 3-S5 22-42 weeks, None JOBSTART only New program for Not a goal
days per week depr xding on JOBSTART
travaing course
Connel ley 2 hours 9 month schoot cccb Sometimes only JOB-  None Short-term goal; in-
(Pittsburgh) year START, sometimes centive payments for
mainstreamed with GED receipt
acdults and other
youths
East Los Angeles 2 hours, may vary Open entry None Kainstreamed with Program expanded Secondary to skills
Skitls Center and exit adutts and other during demonstration training
youths
EGOS (Denver) 2 hours, mey vary Open entry Luci® and varied Sometimes only JOB-  New program for Short-term gosl
and exit, with software START, sometimes JOBSTART, LUrI® and
semesters mainstreamed with computer